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ABSTRACT 



A critical synthesis of research literature on the process 
of organizational change at the institutional level is needed because higher 
education is being asked to respond to an ever-changing environment. This 
book focuses on providing key insights into the change process by presenting 
a common language for organizational change, describing the multidisciplinary 
research base on change, and highlighting the distinct characteristics of 
higher education institutions and how such characteristics might influence 
the change process. The book also reviews models and concepts of 
organizational change derived within higher education, comparing and 
contrasting different approaches. It also provides principles for change 
based on a synthesis of the research within higher education. Six typologies 
of the change process are presented. Name and subject indexes are included. 
(Contains 280 references.) (SLD) 
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Executive Summary 



A critical synthesis of research literature on the process of organizational 
change at the institutional level is needed because higher education is being 
asked to be responsive to an ever-changing environment. This work focuses 
on providing the reader several key insights into the change process by (1) pre- 
senting a common language for organizational change; (2) describing the 
multidisciplinary research base on change; (3) highlighting the distinct char- 
acteristics of higher education institutions and how this might influence the 
change process; (4) reviewing models/concepts of organizational change 
derived within higher education, comparing and contrasting different 
approaches; and (5) providing principles for change based on a synthesis of 
the research within higher education. 



Providing a Language for Understanding 
Organizational Change 

Some generic definitions of organizational change have been offered by theo- 
rists. For example, Burnes noted that organizational change refers to under- 
standing alterations within organizations at the broadest level among 
individuals, groups, and at the collective level across the entire organization 
(1996). Another definition is that change is the observation of difference over 
time in one or more dimensions of an entity (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). 
But these definitions fail to capture the assumptions inherent in different 
models or theories of change. For example, cultural and social-cognition 
theories of change would replace the word observation with the word perception 
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in the second definition above. Theorists exploring change through a cultural 
or social-cognition perspective would examine not dimensions (typically, orga- 
nizational structural characteristics such as size), but values or organizational 
participants’ mental maps. Because the language relating to change differs, a 
common language is difficult to find. However, certain concepts are common 
across various models, such as forces or sources of change and first-order or 
second-order change. These common concepts are noted within key sources 
of change literature such as Burnes, 1996; Goodman, 1982; Levy and Merry, 
1986; and Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1996. As these scholars studied change, 
these concepts became critical points of concern in their analyses. Forces and 
sources examine the why of change. First and second/second order, scale, foci, 
timing, and degree all refer to the what of change. Adaptive/generative, 

■ proactive/reactive, active/static, and planned/unplanned refer to the how of 
change. Last, the target of change refers to the outcomes. As a campus begins 
to engage in a change process, members of the organization need to first exam- 
ine why they are about to embark on the process, the degree of change needed, 
and what is the best approach to adopt. 



Theories of Change 



Six main categories of theories of change assist in understanding, describing, 
and developing insights about the change process: (1) evolutionary, (2) tele- 
ological, (3) life cycle, (4) dialectical, (3) social cognition, and (6) cultural. 
Each model has a distinct set of assumptions about why change occurs, how 
the process unfolds, when change occurs and how long it takes, and the out- 
comes of change. The main assumption underlying evolutionary theories is 

that change is a response to external circumstances, 
situational variables, and the environment faced by 
each organization (Morgan, 1986). Social systems 
as diversified, interdependent, complex systems 
evolve naturally over time because of external 
demands (Morgan, 1986). Teleological theories or 
planned change models assume that organizations are 
purposeful and adaptive. Change occurs because 



Change occurs 
because leaders, 
change agents, and 
others see the 
necessity of 
change. 



IV 



6 




leaders, change agents, and others see the necessity of change. The process 
for change is rational and linear, as in evolutionary models, but individual 
managers are much more instrumental to the process (Carnall, 1995; Carr, 
Hard, and Trahan t, 1996). Life-cycle models evolved from studies of child 
development and focus on stages of growth, organizational maturity, and 
organizational decline (Levy and Merry, 1986). Change is conceptualized as 
a natural part of human or organizational development. Dialectical models, 
also referred to as political models, characterize change as the result of clash- 
ing ideology or belief systems (Morgan, 1986). Conflict is seen as an inher- 
ent attribute of human interaction. Change processes are considered to be 
predominantly bargaining, consciousness-raising, persuasion, influence and 
power, and social movements (Bolman and Deal, 1991). Social-cognition 
models describe change as being tied to learning and mental processes such 
as sensemaking and mental models. Change occurs because individuals see 
a need to grow, learn, and change their behavior. In cultural models, change 
occurs naturally as a response to alterations in the human environment; cul- 
tures are always changing (Morgan, 1986). The change process tends to be 
long-term and slow. Change within an organization entails alteration of val- 
ues, beliefs, myths, and rituals (Schein, 1985). Some researchers suggest using 
several models or categories, as each sheds light on different aspects of orga- 
nizational life (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). The advantage to multiple 
models is that they combine the insights of various change theories. Bolman’s 
and Deal’s (1991) reframing of organizations and Morgan’s (1986) organi- 
zational metaphors illustrate how assumptions from teleological, evolution- 
ary, political/cultural, social-cognition, and lifecycle models can be combined 
to understand change. 

Understanding the Nature of Higher 
Education Organizations: Key to Successful 
Organizational Change 

There are two main reasons it is necessary to develop a distinctive approach 
to change within higher education: overlooking these factors may result in 
mistakes in analysis and strategy, and using concepts foreign to the values of 
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the academy will most likely fail to engage the very people who must bring 
about the change. In order to develop a distinctive model, the following 
unique features of higher education institutions need to be taken into account: 

• Interdependent organization 

• Relatively independent of environment 

• Unique culture of the academy 

• Institutional status 

• Values-driven 

• Multiple power and authority structures 

• Loosely coupled system 

• Organized anarchical decision-making 

• Professional and administrative values 

• Shared governance’ 

• Employee commitment and tenure 

• Goal ambiguity 

• Image and success 

Although not an exhaustive list, this represents some of the key features of 
higher education institutions that affect organizational change. (For a more 
detailed description of these characteristics, see Birnbaum, 1991.) 

In light of these distinctive organizational features, higher education insti- 
tutions would seem to be best interpreted through cultural, social-cognition, 
and political models. The need for cultural models seems clear from the 
embeddedness of members who create and reproduce the history and values, 
the stable nature of employment, the strong organizational identification of 
members, the emphasis on values, and the multiple organizational cultures. 
Because there are no bottom-line measures for examining performance in 
higher education, image and identification are extremely important in under- 
standing if change is occurring and how it occurs. The relationships of image 
and identification to change seem to indicate that social cognition is impor- 
tant to understand. Furthermore, the loosely coupled structure, anarchical 
decision-making, and ambiguous goals make meaning unclear, and social- 
cognition models’ emphasis on multiple interpretations may be important to 
consider when examining and facilitating change. The shared governance 
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system, organized anarchy, conflicting administrative and professional values, 
and ambiguous, competing goals also point to a need for the interpretive power 
of political models. Evolutionary models are important for understanding the 
impact of environmental factors on change, such as accreditation, foundations, 
and legislatures in an interdependent system, especially since these factors are 
growing in magnitude and influence. However, even though a higher educa- 
tion institution is an open system, it may have internal consistency and logic 
that can be damaged by the intrusion of external environmental forces. 



Higher Education Models of Change: Examination 
Through the Typology of Six Models 

An extensive review of all the research on change conducted specifically within 
higher education, and within the framework of the six theories outlined above, 
provides a set of insights about the change process in this context. The cumu- 
lative evidence, so far, suggests that organizational change can best be explained 
through political, social-cognition, and cultural models. Political processes 
such as persuasion, informal negotiation, mediation, and coalition-building 
appear to be very powerful strategies for creating change (Conrad, 1978; 
Hearn, 1996). Social-cognition models illustrate the importance of altering 
mental models, learning, constructed interaction, and other processes for cre- 
ating change (Eckel and Kezar, forthcoming; Weick, 1995). Cultural models 
demonstrate the importance of symbolism, history and traditions, and insti- 
tutional culture for facilitating change on campus (Cohen and March, 1974; 
Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). Evolutionary models highlight some key char- 
acteristics of change, such as homeostasis, interactivity of strategies, or accre- 
tion, that appear important to understanding change. Life-cycle models have 
not, for the most part, been applied to higher education institutions, but show 
promise for helping to develop explanations of how organizational change 
occurs. There is mixed evidence about the explanatory power of teleological 
models, but to date they appear to have limited support from the research in 
terms of how change actually occurs in higher education and of efficacy for 
facilitating change. Some strategies, such as incentives or vision, have proven 
successful for creating change. 
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Research-Based Principles of Change 

A complex set of research-based principles emerges from this extensive review 
of the research. These principles include: 

• Promote organizational self-discovery 

• Be aware of how institutional culture affects change 

• Realize that change in higher education is often political 

• Lay groundwork for change 

• Focus on adaptability 

• Construct opportunities for interaction to develop new mental models 

• Strive to create homeostasis and balance external forces with internal 
environment 

• Combine traditional teleological tools such as establishing vision, planning, 
or strategy with social-cognition, cultural, and political strategies 

• Be open to a disorderly process 

• Facilitate shared governance and collective decision-making 

• Articulate core characteristics 

• Focus on image 

• Connect the change process to individual and institutional identity 

• Create a culture of risk and help people in changing belief systems 

• Be aware, that various levels or aspects of the organization will need different 
change models 

• Realize that strategies for change vary by change initiative 

• Consider combining models or approaches, as is demonstrated within the 
multiple models 

These will help you to develop a systematic and systemic process of change 
that works with individuals, acknowledges change as a human process, is sen- 
sitive to the distinctive characteristics of higher education, is con text- based, 
achieves balance of internal and external forces, and is open to creativity and 
leveraging change through chance occurrences. 
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Foreword 



Understanding and effectively leading institutional change are central concerns 
for most of todays academic leaders, be they presidents, provosts, deans, stu- 
dent affairs professionals, or faculty. Institutional change has become an 
expected session at national association meetings and a familiar topic within 
the corridors of most, if not all, campus buildings. A number of well-articulated 
pressures are pushing institutional leaders to think more intentionally about 
making changes to better respond to a changing environment and to improve 
the quality of their institutions. Conventional wisdom about leading change 
abounds, such as the need for widespread involvement, thorough communi- 
cation, and leadership. However, the new popularity of change as a topic has 
not rendered institutional change more deeply understood or more easily 
implemented. 

Adrianna Kezar, a higher education faculty member at the University of 
Maryland, College Park, tackles the complex topic of institutional change in 
this monograph, Understanding and Facilitating Organizational Change in the 
21st Century: Recent Research and Conceptualizations. She synthesizes a wide 
range of scholarly research on organizational behavior and change from inside 
and outside higher education, with the intent of identifying a set of principles 
that can deepen our understanding of the change process in higher education. 
This monograph is grounded in the assumption that institutional change is 
facilitated by better understanding the process of change from multiple per- 
spectives. A comprehensive and nuanced understanding needs to draw upon a 
diverse literature, with its varying sets of assumptions, and requires a famil- 
iarity with the unique organizational characteristics of academic institutions. 
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A single approach to change may overlook essential elements and contain 
unarticulated assumptions. The complex ideas in this monograph, presented in 
a clearly organized framework, will help leaders make wise choices and develop 
strategies and approaches to effect desired change. 

The volume is organized into five sections. First, Kezar presents a common 
language for organizational change. A clear comprehension of ideas and of 
how the various theorists' language of change converges and diverges is essen- 
tial to a solid understanding of the complexity of change. Second, the author 
describes the wide-ranging and multidisciplinary change literature, drawing 
out assumptions and highlighting commonalities. Third, she reviews the dis- 
tinctive characteristics of colleges and universities, and explores how these ele- 
ments inform the change process. Without a solid grasp of organizational 
context, campus leaders may attempt to implement change processes incon- 
sistent with the nature of their institutions. Fourth, she compares and con- 
trasts important models of change presented in the higher education literature. 
Kezar concludes by offering a set of research-based principles for change. 

The need to understand and facilitate institutional change is growing not 
only in the United States, but also abroad, making this work timely. Higher 
education in Europe and Canada is undergoing tremendous change. At a 
recent transatlantic meeting in Canada, sponsored by the American Council 
on Education and the European Universities Association, institutional lead- 
ers from Europe and North America agreed that one of their most important 
shared challenges was the need to bring about major institutional change. 
Institutional change is increasingly occupying the time and attention of aca- 
demic leaders worldwide. 



Peter D. Eckel 

Associate Director for Institutional Initiatives 
American Council on Education 
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Understanding and Facilitating 
Organizational Change in 
the 2 1 st Century: Recent Research 
and Conceptualizations 



S EVERAL CONDITIONS have coalesced in recent years that necessitate 
a synthesis of the organizational change literature. There are more pro- 
nouncements of crisis in higher education today than ever before, coming from 
both within and outside of the academy (Birnbaum, 2000). Whether this is actu- 
ally a time of crisis is debatable, yet it is clear that higher education faces a host of 
changes that can no longer be ignored. The list of transforming forces has 
become so common that it is almost unnecessary to name them — technology, 
new teaching and learning approaches such as community-service learning or 
collaborative learning, cost constraints, changing demographics, international 
competition, assessment, accountability, diversity/multiculturalism, and 
other challenges create a complex climate. (For a detailed look at each of these 
forces, see Green and Hayward, 1997.) These challenges have, in some cases, 
created stress in institutions (Green and Hayward, 1997; Leslie and Fretwell, 
1996). Not only is change described as necessary based on external pressures, 
but also the sheer number of major changes keeps increasing (Green and 
Hayward, 1997; Leslie and Fretwell, 1996). 

Some scholars describe the changing context as a reason to reexamine 
organizational structures and culture, necessitating internal change. Bergquist, 
for example, describes the postmodern era as posing new challenges for orga- 
nizations, particularly around the issue of change (1998). Postmodernism 
requires organizations to change their size and shape to respond to a more frag- 
mented and complex environment. Reexamining the institutional mission is 
a major priority (Bergquist, 1998; Cameron and Tschichart, 1992). As insti- 
tutions rethink their reasons for being, the institutions themselves change their 
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identities; Bergquist lists several institutional responses. First, the postmodern 
environment means that organizations move from more singular models of 
operation (as bureaucratic or as a research university) to examining multiple 
ways to be successful. Second, organizations might actively engage the various 
subcultures within higher education institutions, including the political, 
bureaucratic, symbolic, and human resource cultures. Third, other organiza- 
tions might develop entrepreneurial cultures and structures in which they are 
able to adapt to changes. Last, they might find their distinctive niches, focus- 
ing on specialized aspects rather than a more comprehensive mission as higher 
education institutions have done in the past. Organizational change is con- 
ceptualized as an effort at becoming less homogenous and responsive to the 
multiplicity of various constituents (for example, women and people of color), 
customers, or interest groups. According to Bergquist, the postmodern era is 
requiring organizations to change; there is no way to avoid this cycle. 

Another factor requiring an update to our knowledge base on organiza- 
tional change is the plethora of new models developed and research conducted 
in the last decade. The Kellogg Foundation has funded several major studies 
on change and transformation within higher education, resulting in the cre- 
ation of several research teams around the country that have developed new 
conceptualizations and strategies for change. In addition, the Pew Charitable 
Trusts Leadership Award, initiated in 1996, attempts to document institutions 
that have responded to calls for change in higher education, providing models 
for other institutions. The purpose of this project is to highlight successful 
change efforts and help more institutions realize the necessity of change. Insti- 
tutions involved in the Pew project are required to illustrate change in cur- 
riculum, faculty roles, and resource allocation. The sheer number of calls for 
change by policy-makers has spawned interest from organizational theorists 
in further exploring the structures and attitudes that influence the change 
process. Although many individual publications are being developed, without 
synthesis of these various ideas, there is no way for practitioners to compare 
the advantages or disadvantages of various models and conceptualizations. 

Finally, higher education administration programs have developed new 
courses on change or leadership classes in which organizational change is a 
major component. The growing number of classes in this area also requires 
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that the knowledge base be collected and organized in one publication. Even 
if there were not calls for change, it would be necessary to synthesize this 
literature for students, faculty, and scholars. Although episodes of extreme 
change tend to be cyclical, anyone who has spent any time in organizations 
knows that change is ongoing. This knowledge is always needed for leading 
and working within higher education institutions. 

Probably the single most important reason for readers to carefully review 
the information from the collective research knowledge base is the findings of 
research studies about change: using change strategies accurately has been 
demonstrated to affect the success or failure of an effort (Collins, 1998). The 



research also illustrates the important principle that one size does not fit all 
when it comes to change approaches — a principle commonly misunderstood 
among education professionals (Birnbaum, 1991a; Bolman and Deal, 1991). 
Solutions such as total quality management, interpretive strategy, or becom- 
ing a learning organization do not work within all environ- 



ments, among all types of changes, or within all institutional 
structures and cultures. Yet professionals tend to use what- 
ever change theory or approach they are familiar with or that 
is popular at the time. With many prominent scholars and 
opinion leaders calling for a serious examination of institu- 
tional structure, mission, and culture, and a plethora of new 
research and ideas, a better understanding and synthesis of 
knowledge about change seems appropriate. 



. . . professionals 
tend to use 
whatever change 
theory or approach 
they are familiar 
with or that is 
popular at the 
time. 



Distinctive Contribution 



This monograph presents a critical synthesis of research literature on the orga- 
nizational change process at the institutional level, providing guidance about 
the strengths and weaknesses of different approaches or models and offering 
research -based principles. This differs from other resources that focus on one 
approach, such as reengineering, or nonresearch-based models. Much of 
the organizational change literature has been written from the perspective of a 
writer who believes in one approach to facilitate change. Such writers often 
become advocates of a model, rather than providing careful, cautionary tales 
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to readers about use of the approach. Also, the vast majority of the litera- 
ture focuses on planned change; in fact, the last major review of change 
literature in higher education, by Robert Nordvall (1982) focused only on 
planned change. Although planned change is important to understand, much 
of the change that occurs is unplanned or only partially planned. Another 
weakness in the change literature is that the vast majority of literature relies 
on anecdotal change stories or cases such as Introducing Change from the Top 
in Universities and Colleges: 10 Personal Accounts (Weil, 1994). These voices 
can provide some insight, but tend to be idiosyncratic stories that can be 
applied to other situations and campuses with limited success. This report is 
distinctive in its focus on research. 

Moreover, it focuses on organizational change rather than change agents. 
Many recent books review change agents’ roles, examining how department 
chairs, deans, faculty, student affairs officers, and presidents can help to initiate 
change (Wolverton and others, 1998). These books tend to focus on particulars 
of a functional area. For example, change agents in academic affairs adminis- 
tration are briefed on the importance to change of tenure review processes, eval- 
uation, faculty development, or hiring (Lucas and Assoc., 2000). Such resources 
for change agents provide some helpful strategies, yet they lack the broad, 
conceptual knowledge necessary to create and sustain change. Furthermore, 
these resources are based on experiences and anecdotes rather than research, so 
there is no proof that they work. At this point, no broad synthesis of the con- 
ceptual, research-based literature on the change process has been developed. 
This monograph attempts to fill that gap in our knowledge. 



Focus of the Monograph 

It is assumed that higher education institutions do change, yet we need to 
better understand how, why, and under what circumstances this occurs. The 
focus is on synthesizing the literature on all change models across the multi- 
disciplinary fields that have studied change, examining these models in rela- 
tion to the unique higher education environment, and trying to determine the 
relative merit of various approaches to studying and understanding change in 
higher education. This monograph focuses on change at the institutional level 




4 





and will address state- and national-level studies only occasionally. For sources 
on state change, see Altbach, Berdhal, and Gumport (1998); for national 
systems, see Clark (1983a) and Sporn (1999). This work will not argue for the 
need to change. For an overview of the need for change or the literature on 
various changes currently facing the academy, see Green and Hayward (1997); 
Leslie and Fretwell (1996). 

This monograph is organized in the following manner. Article two focuses 
on reviewing major terms or concepts related to change, such as first-order and 
second-order change, scale of change, and proactive versus reactive change. 
These terms are important for understanding change theories and beginning to 
develop a common language for change. One of the major difficulties related 
to change is that people have unspoken assumptions about how they define 
and think about change. This article provides some common concepts so that 
campus leaders can frame discussions about change and identify hidden 
assumptions. It also attempts to define what change is and distinguish it from 
diffusion, innovation, institutionalization, and other similar phenomena. It is 
important to realize that there are many different definitions of change and that 
these definitions are directly tied to different theories about change. Thus, there 
is no single definition offered in article two; instead, definitions are offered in 
article three in conjunction with theories of change. 

Article three reviews the research on organizational change, from several 
disciplines including political science, anthropology, biology, physics, psy- 
chology, business, and management. Because the literature is so extensive, it 
is organized into major change theories according to a typology of six cate- 
gories: evolutionary, lifecycle, teleological, political, social-cognition, and cul- 
tural models. This typology is an original contribution, but builds on the work 
of Van de Ven and Poole (1993). These categories of models/theories are 
described in terms of their definitions of change, major assumptions, exam- 
ples of specific models, key players and activities, and benefits and criticisms. 
By understanding all major theories about change, leaders will be better 
equipped for facilitating the process. 

Article four focuses on defining the unique characteristics of higher edu- 
cation institutions, relying heavily on the work of Robert Berdhal (1991), 
William Bergquist (1992), Robert Birnbaum (1991a), Burton Clark (1983a), 
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and Karl Weick (1991). The change literature is analyzed in relation to 
characteristics that define higher education organizations as unique. Few 
scholars have examined change on college campuses as distinct from that in 
other organizations. Instead, models of change from other disciplines or used 
within other organizational types have been applied to higher education, with- 
out consideration of whether this transference is appropriate. The examina- 
tion of the unique features of higher education in relation to change and 
observations made from this meta-analysis has the potential to develop 
approaches to change that are more successful. 

In article five, the literature on change from the field of higher education is 
presented. The typology of change theories is used to organize this literature, 
allowing the reader to reflect on the key assumptions, benefits, and criticisms 
already presented. The results of studies directly applied within the higher edu- 
cation setting assist in understanding the efficacy of these models/theories, some- 
times derived from outside the realm of higher education, for understanding 
organizational change. This article does more than synthesize the literature — it 
begins to create a vision for how change occurs in higher education. 

In article six, the earlier articles are consolidated into a set of research-based 
principles for understanding and facilitating change in higher education. Rather 
than provide solutions or recommend a model for change, this monograph pro- 
vides a set of principles that can be used to guide the change process. These 
principles are derived from the collective wisdom of hundreds of research stud- 
ies. No recipe is offered; understanding change requires the development of a 
common language and conceptualization of change that is context based. 

The monograph ends with suggestions for future research, article seven. 
We know less than we should about how change occurs in higher education. 
There have been few long-term or sustained research agendas by researchers 
or research projects. Instead, a researcher will conduct a study or two on 
change, then move on to another topic. Given the lack of consistent attention 
to this topic in higher education, there are many gaps in our knowledge that 
need exploration. Future areas for research are detailed, again organized by the 
typology of six models. 

In summary, this work focuses on providing the reader key insights into 
the change process: (1) it provides a common language for organizational 
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change by reviewing terminology; (2) it brings together the multidisciplinary 
research base on change; (3) it outlines the ways in which higher education is 
a distinct institutional type and how this might influence the change process; 

(4) it reviews models and concepts of organizational change derived from 
within higher education, comparing and contrasting different approaches; 

(5) it offers research-based principles for change; and (6) it presents areas in 
need of future research. 



Audience 

It is assumed that any member of the institution can be a change agent and 
can successfully use the principles listed in article six. In fact, acknowledging 
that any institutional member can be a change agent facilitates the change 
process. One of the core assumptions among many change models or con- 
ceptualizations is the importance of collective leadership. Therefore, it is hoped 
that all readers feel empowered to use the lessons in this monograph. 

The audience for this work is quite broad. Academic leaders, such as 
deans and department chairs, should find this a helpful resource to comple- 
ment books on institutionalizing post-tenure review or assessment, for exam- 
ple. This will help them to overcome barriers that these books are not likely 
to describe or aspects of the process that are not articulated. Staff members, 
often not familiar with academic traditions, will find this book insightful as 
to any distinctive characteristics of the higher education enterprise that may 
have eluded them. Many staff members come to higher education from the 
government or private industry and have difficulty understanding shared gov- 
ernance and faculty autonomy, for example. When staff members try to create 
changes related to the admissions process, faculty behavior might be difficult 
to understand. For upper-level administrators, presidents, trustees, and even 
policy-makers, this monograph offers insight into the way change occurs in 
higher education, which will challenge some of the current approaches to 
change, such as performance funding. Yet it reinforces other traditions such 
as accreditation or fostering local change, and it creates opportunities for 
suggesting new policy directions such as ways to develop environments 
for adaptability. 
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The main audience is members of college and university communities. 
Each individual can enhance their knowledge about change and learn a lan- 
guage that will help them to facilitate the process on campus. There are bet- 
ter sources for informing policy-makers and trustees, yet they can also benefit 
from the information synthesized and analyzed in this monograph. Higher 
education graduate students, faculty, and researchers are also a main audience 
for the monograph, as the mission of this series is to bring together our col- 
lective research knowledge on a topic. This monograph can serve as a text for 
courses on change and innovation in higher education. 



To Change or Not to Change? 

Although this volume brings together the collective knowledge base on change, 
the author acknowledges that higher education institutions are important 
social institutions that maintain timeless values and should be resistant to 
change that would endanger many of these important values. As a historian 
of higher education, I realize how vastly institutions have changed over the 
years — by admitting new populations, changing the nature of the curriculum, 
reorienting employee roles, or developing new administrative structures — but 
each of these changes occurred in distinctive ways, some planned and others 
evolved. This monograph is different from most of the literature on change; 
it advocates resistance to change as a healthy response. Readers should be clear 
on the fact that understanding the change process can be used to resist change 
as well as to encourage it. 

Change is not always good, and it is certainly not a panacea for all the issues 
facing higher education. More leaders may need to prioritize various change 
proposals and defuse poor ideas, rather than always responding to changes from 
the internal and external environment. Therefore, failure to change can be a 
positive response. I am highly suspicious of the recent trends in business 
to reconfigure organizations every five years and of the idealization and 
symbolic value of change as a trophy of managerial success (Czarniawska 
and Sevon, 1996). Higher education institutions are tradition-bound, and 
continuity is an important feature. One of the reasons for higher educations 
success as an institution has been its ability to stay focused on its mission. Thus, 
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this monograph is in no way intended to advocate change for change’s sake. 
Change should be engaged in only if the environment legitimately challenges 
the organizations key mission or expertise. Furthermore, proactive change, 
rather than change led by the environment (as is the case in the health care 
industry), is usually in the best interest of higher education. 

Zelda Gamson recently questioned the calls for change in higher educa- 
tion, asking which important aspects of higher education we should not 
change. She noted autonomy and community as important principles to be 
maintained (Gamson, 1999). What needs to be preserved may be just as 
important to understand as what needs to be changed. Another important plea 
is made by John Macdonald in his book, Calling a Halt to Mindless Change , 
written in response to the past two decades’ literature on organizational 
change. This book notes that “executives should listen to the siren song 
of change with a healthy dose of skepticism” (MacDonald, 1997, p. viii). A 
main concept of MacDonald’s book is a return to viewing change as evolu- 
tionary rather than declaring that every institution needs revolutionary change, 
the latter being a popular view in the management literature. The author sug- 
gests that the real pace of change is well within normal decision-making cycles. 
Calls for urgent revolutionary change are seen, for the most part, as scams cre- 
ated by management consultants to create a market for their knowledge. 
Although MacDonald may hold an extreme view, I think it is important for 
campuses to engage in a discussion about the need for and circumstances of 
change to ensure that the institution does not abandon important traditions 
that support excellence and performance. Balance between calls for change and 
tradition may be desirable. 
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Providing a Common 
Language for Understanding 
Organizational Change 



E VERY FACULTY MEMBER in the school of business is being asked to 
use new technology in the classroom within the next three years, mir- 
roring a trend for MBA programs across the country. (Example A) 

An institution reduces costs suddenly by 20 percent redefines its mission, 
and serves a different student population. (Example B) 

A department will begin faculty post-tenure review, reflecting the depart- 
ments values change toward embracing assessment. (Example C) 

Student affairs staff will redefine multiculturalism. (Example D) 

Each of these statements describes a different type of organizational change 
and requires some examination and analysis before understanding which 
change model might work best. The purpose of this article is to briefly describe 
some of the common concepts related to organizational change, using the four 
examples listed above, that will make it easier to understand the conceptual 
literature described in articles three and five. The concepts will also help read- 
ers better categorize and understand changes on their campuses. The common 
language developed by reviewing these examples within this article refers to 
the why, what, and how of change, which comprise many essential elements 
of the models reviewed in the next article. Certainly, more detailed examples 
could be described that present institutional type and other contextual issues, 
but the purpose of the examples is limited to understanding the type of 
change. 

Some readers might be thinking, why not directly obtain the literature 
on, for example, how student affairs divisions are handling multiculturalism? 
Such resources can indeed be useful. Members of an organization often 
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feel they are equipped to move forward with change once they have exam- 
ined the literature on the content or type of change, such as technology 
change. They may learn that distributed computing and increased special- 
ization are key elements and that Internet connectivity is the most success- 
ful approach, but they will find little guidance on the process of change. 
Some content literature discusses process, but almost always in an atheoret- 
ical way or through only one model of change. Understanding the process 
of change is critical to successful implementation. Before examining the 
differences among the four change initiatives listed above, it is important to 
attempt to define change and to differentiate change from other similar 
phenomena. 



What Is Organizational Change? 

At this juncture in the monograph, this is a hard question to answer because 
the definition of organizational change varies by what model the reader uses 
to examine it. Some generic definitions have been offered in the research lit- 
erature. For example, Burnes noted that organizational change refers to 
understanding alterations within organizations at the broadest level among 
individuals, groups, and at the collective level across the entire organization 
(1996). Another definition is that change is the observation of difference over 
time in one or more dimensions of an entity (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). 
However, these definitions fail to capture the assumptions inherent in 
different models or theories of change. For example, cultural and social- 
cognition theories of change would replace the word observation with the 
word perception in the second definition above. Theorists exploring change 
through a cultural or social-cognition perspective would examine not dimen- 
sions (typically, organizational structural characteristics such as size), but val- 
ues or organizational participants’ mental maps. Specific definitions of 
organizational change will be addressed throughout article three. But before 
defining change, it is important to distinguish it from other similar phe- 
nomena. Thus, I will next describe innovation, diffusion, institutionaliza- 
tion, reform, and adaptation, and will illustrate how change is broader than 
these concepts. 
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Diffusion, Institutionalization, Adaptation, 
Innovation, and Reform 

Most higher education administrators think in terms of institutionalization 
or diffusion rather than true change. Change may be foreign to many readers, 
even though they think they have been working on organizational change for 
years. Many professionals find themselves trying to capitalize on good ideas 
or noting trends in the environment that may affect their institution. They 
wonder, how can they make others adopt this idea? When thinking along these 
lines, they are typically thinking about diffusion. Diffusion is an important 
change strategy, but it is not a change model or an overall approach to change. 
The phases in most diffusion models include awareness (an individual is 
exposed to an innovation but lacks complete information about it), interest 
(the person seeks information about the innovation), evaluation (the individ- 
ual applies the innovation to his or her present and anticipated future situa- 
tion and decides whether to try it), trial (the individual uses it on a small scale), 
and adoption (the person decides whether to use the innovation on a large 
scale) (Rogers, 1995). Diffusion models tend to focus on individuals rather 
than whole organizations. They do not seek to change people or structures 
within an organization. Also, these models tend to rely on innovations. 
Change does not always entail trying something new; it may entail returning 
to traditional values or past practices. Most diffusion models are described in 
linear phases, but recent models critique these initial approaches and suggest 
that diffusion is a more complex process with stops and starts (Rogers, 1995). 
Diffusion models have received a great deal of attention in the area of tech- 
nology, where innovations tend to occur at a rapid pace and adoption often 
happens at an individual level. 

Institutionalization is distinct from change models as well. It examines only 
a part of the process; whether a change process or innovation alters the work 
of organizational participants over time (Curry, 1992). Institutionalization is 
often discussed as a change outcome, but it is also discussed as a process 
including three phases: (1) mobilization, whereby the system is prepared for 
change; (2) implementation, whereby the change is introduced into the sys- 
tem; and, (3) institutionalization, whereby the system becomes stable in its 
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changed state. The interest in institutionalization stems from the many changes 
that have occurred but not been sustained in higher education, such as clus- 
ter colleges, portfolios, nonletter grades, experiential learning, self-paced learn- 
ing, total quality management, and other innovations that have come and gone 
(Levine, 1980). Both diffusion and institutionalization are parts of particular 
change models; they do not represent distinctive change models in themselves. 
These two phenomena are important aspects of change models. They have 
become extremely popular in the literature because they respond to different 
challenges in the change process. 

Adaptation is a narrow term that refers to change specifically within 
evolutionary change models, which will be discussed in article three. It refers 
to “modifications and alterations in organization or its components in order 
to adjust to changes in the external environment” (Cameron, 1991, p. 284). 
Innovation is also a narrow term, referring to a tangible product process or 
procedure within an organization that is new to a social setting, intentional in 
nature rather than accidental, not routine (for example, appointment of a new 
staff member must entail the creation of a new position), aimed at producing 
benefits (intentional destruction would not be innovation), and public in its 
effects (if an innovation has no discernible impacts on others in an organiza- 
tion, it would not be considered an innovation) (King and Anderson, 1995). 
There are several important resources on innovation within the higher 
education literature, including Levine, 1980; Lindquist, 1978. Much of the 
innovation literature was produced in the 1970s as a result of the experimen- 
tation that was occurring in institutional structures, such as curriculum reform 
and experimental colleges. Reform refers to an innovation that is typically 
exerted from the top of a system or organization, or from outside the organi- 
zation. There is less literature on reform in higher education due to its de- 
centralized, autonomous structure. 

Although is difficult to clearly define what change is and to distinguish it 
from other similar phenomena, certain concepts — such as forces or sources of 
change and first-order or second-order change — are common across various 
models. These common concepts are noted within key sources of change lit- 
erature, including Burnes, 1996; Goodman, 1982; Levy and Merry, 1986; 
Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1996. As these scholars studied change, such 
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concepts became critical points of concern in their analysis and were used to 
frame the analysis of change. Forces and sources examine the why of change. 
First and second/second order, scale, foci, timing, and degree all refer to the 
whatot change. Adaptive/generative, proactive/reactive, active/static, and 
planned/unplanned refer to the howot change. Last, the target of change refers 
to the outcomes. These concepts, which provide a common language and 
undergird the study of change, will be described next. 



Forces and Sources 



The sources or forces affecting a change process are important to understand, 
especially when trying to ascertain whether a change initiative is valid or effica- 
cious (Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1996). Often, organizations become focused 
on the what or the how of change and forget to consider the why. Understand- 
ing why a change is taking place is an important beginning part of the change 
analysis and conversation. The two different forces or sources of change typi- 
cally noted are (1) external environment and (2) internal environment (Burnes, 
1996; Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1996). The external environment can play a 
large role in organizational change. The evolutionary model of change, described 
in the next article, focuses on the interaction between the external environment 



and an organization. This interaction is seen as the major impetus for change. 
Internal sources that are noted for initiating change include gathering of sur- 
plus resources, readiness and willingness of at least a dom- 



inant coalition to endure change, and transformational 
leadership. The planned-change literature tends to focus 
more on the internal environment and the need to change 
as a result of a new leaders vision, change agents, and the 
like (Carnall, 1995). Although planned change is often a 
response to external factors, the impetus for the change is 
usually internal. 

In the case of example A above, we know that the 
source of change in technology is competition from other 



Although planned 
change is often a 
response to 
external factors, 
the impetus for the 
change is usually 
internal. 



MBA programs across the country, an external force. Post-tenure review is being 



instituted in example C because of department values, an internal source. In 
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example D, the force behind the movement in student affairs to redefine mul- 
ticulturalism is unclear. In analyzing that situation we might ask what is the 
source of this change initiative and is it valid? 



Degree of Change 

One of the primary distinctions in the literature is between first- and 
second-order change (Goodman, 1982; Levy and Merry, 1986). First-order 
change involves minor adjustments and improvements in one or a few dimen- 
sions of the organization; it does not change the organizations core. Change 
occurs among individual or group levels. It is characterized by evolutionary 
change, a linear process, developmental or ongoing efforts, single-loop learning 
(allowing the organization to carry on its present policies or achieve its present 
objectives), and incremental approaches (Levy and Merry, 1986). For example, 

a first-order change might be changing a class in a department or creating a sub- 

✓ 

unit within a university to carry out a responsibility such as service learning. 
Using the examples presented at the beginning of the article, post-tenure review 
is a first-order change because it fits into the programs existing values and struc- 
ture. Much of the change described in the higher education literature is first- 
order change. First-order change is often associated with the theoretical 
perspective called organizational development (described, in detail in article three). 

Second-order change is transformational change; the underlying values or 
mission, culture, functioning processes, and structure of the organization 
change (Levy and Merry, 1986). The organization changes at its core, 
and the change is irreversible. Second-order change is often associated with 
a crisis that precipitates the change. Characteristics associated with second- 
order change are that it tends to be multidimensional (many aspects of 
the organization change); to be multilevel (individuals, groups, and the over- 
all organization change); to be discontinuous; to seem irrational because the 
change is based on an unfamiliar logic or worldview; to involve double-loop 
learning (examining and altering mismatches in governing variables, which 
are preferred states that individuals strive to satisfy); and to result in a para- 
digmatic shift (Argyis, 1982; Levy and Merry, 1986). An example of second- 
order change would be to alter the reward structure for faculty to focus more 
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on teaching rather than on research in research I universities. Second-order 
change can have two forms of resistance, from both within the organization 
and outside it. When change is too radical and the system is vastly different 
from its domain, the change threatens its environment and can generate strong 
resistance. Second-order change tends to be associated with a group of 
researchers working within the theoretical tradition called organizational 
transformation rather than with organizational development. 

In the 1980s the notion of paradigmatic shift was extremely popular in 
organizational theory; this is an example of second-order change. A paradigm 
comprises the philosophy, beliefs, values, structures, policies, and operations 
that characterize an organization. Research on this subject evolved from Kuhns 
theory of scientific revolution (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). In more recent 
years, the applicability of paradigmatic shift has been questioned based on esti- 
mates that 90 to 95 percent of changes undertaken by organizations are not 
major changes in worldview (Burnes, 1996). Although some changes may be 
second order, multidimensional, and radical, few really involve a change in 
worldview. The focus on paradigmatic shift has lessened in the past decade. 

More recent scholarship dissolves the dichotomy of first-order (incre- 
mental, fine-tuning, adjustments, development) and second-order (discon- 
tinuous or frame-breaking, transformation) change, examining a continuum 
or combination of change levels. Gersick (1991) describes the punctuated- 
equilibrium paradigm in which organizations are conceptualized as alternating 
between long periods of stable continuous change and adaptation and brief 
periods of revolutionary upheaval. He argues the prevalence of this approach 
across different theories and aspects of change: individual change (Levinson), 
organizations (Tushman, Newman, and Romanelli, 1986), scientific fields 
(Kuhn), biological species (Gould), and grand theory (Prigogine and Stengers). 



Timing of Change 

Scholars have also classified change as revolutionary or evolutionary in their 
attempts to classify differences in timing (Gersick, 1991; Levy and Merry, 
1986). Revolutionary change departs significantly from the existing organiza- 
tion and usually occurs suddenly, with drastic changes within the mission, cul- 
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ture, and structure. Revolutionary change tends be associated with second- 
order change, but it occurs rapidly. In contrast, evolutionary changes are seen 
as natural — alteration of the mission happens over time. Culture changes as 
new people come into the organization, and structures change with the reten- 
tion of new people adapting to the evolving mission. Evolutionary change is 
less likely to be adopted by leaders and change agents because it is seen as very 
long-term, sometimes jeopardizing an organizations ability to be responsive 
to its external environment. However, some researchers argue that revolu- 
tionary change can tragically damage the organization. As a result, researchers 
are also arguing for a continuum of timing, suggesting that much planned 
change is neither revolutionary nor evolutionary (Levy and Merry, 1986). 
Being cognizant of the dangers of different timing in change processes is 
important. For example, the post- tenure review process that is gradually build- 
ing on another initiative (example C) is an evolutionary change, whereas the 
college that suddenly cuts costs and alters its mission and enrollments (exam- 
ple B) experiences revolutionary change. 



Scale of Change 

The scale of change has been examined through frameworks that divide the 
organization into understandable parts for investigation, such as individual, 
interpersonal, and organizational levels (Goodman, 1982). Some models exam- 
ine or focus on only one of these levels, but most touch on all three. It is con- 
sidered more theoretically sound if the researcher examines organizational 
change through all three levels (Bergquist, 1992). Another level that has begun 
to be examined is the scale of change at the industry or enterprise level, not just 
the organizational level. The following scheme has been developed: (1) adapta- 
tion (firm-level, first-order change); (2) metamorphosis (firm-level, second-order 
change); (3) evolution (industry-level, first-order change); and (4) revolution 
(industry-level, second-order change) (Meyer, Brooks, and Goes, 1990). 

Adopting technology into classrooms to compete with other MBA pro- 
grams is an evolutionary, industry-level, first-order change. The technology 
integration would be mostly an individual-level change. At this point, about 
130 schools have adopted post-tenure review, so this represents an adaptation 
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for schools. Post-tenure review affects all three levels, as institutional policies 
are changed to encompass a new process. Interpersonal dynamics are affected 
because colleagues, in addition to the department chair and individual faculty 
member, often partake in the process. However, the institution that reduced 
costs and changed its mission (example B) went through a metamorphosis. 
This metamorphosis also affected all three levels: individual, interpersonal, 
and organizational scale. 



Focus of Change 

Focus of change refers to the issue of which aspects of the organization are 
affected by the change. Scale examined levels within and beyond the organi- 
zation, whereas focus identifies the phenomena affected. A framework con- 
ceived by Watson describes three main foci: structure, process, and attitude 
(Bergquist, 1992). Structure steers to the organizational chart, the reward sys- 
tem, or institutional policies and procedures. In contrast, process relates to the 
way people interact within existing structures. Attitude focuses on how peo- 
ple feel about working within the existing structures and processes of the orga- 
nization. Change in attitude is also tied to change in culture. Thus change can 
be a reflection of one, two, or all of these different aspects. Some models of 
change focus on one aspect more than another. For example, many scientific 
management models focus on a change in processes, whereas evolutionary 
models focus on structure and cultural or social-cognition models concen- 
trate on attitude. It is important to consider these different foci of change as 
the theories are reviewed. Some argue that a change in structure without a 
change in attitude does not “really” reflect change (Senge, 1990). Changes can 
also be classified along these lines in terms of the content of change: faculty 
contracts or merit pay, for example, relate to structural changes; collaborative 
management represents a new process; and becoming more student-centered 
or having a more intellectual environment might be an attitude change with 
no structural or process changes. Structural changes are often characterized as 
being easier and less controversial than process or attitude changes. 

Integrating technology into the classroom is a structural, process, and atti- 
tude issue, but mostly reflects a process change. Student affairs staff redefining 
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multiculturalism is an attitude change, but it may also affect structures and 
processes over time. It is difficult to change any one of these’ foci without affect- 
ing the others, but the relative emphasis on each varies with the circumstances 
of change. 



Adaptive/ Generative 

Change models have also been classified in terms of responsiveness. Adap- 
tive change tends to be a one-time response to the external environment. 
Adaptive models also suggest that we cannot predict the future and must 
constandy reforecast. Changes are cyclical, responding to new forecasts. Senge 
argues that organizations in today's ever-changing environment must be 
generatively focused ( 1990 ). Generative change is ongoing and is reflected 
within the learning organization model. He suggests that generative change 
allows for second-order and revolutionary change to occur more easily 
(Senge, 1990 ). Post-tenure review, as in example C, is a generative change — 
it builds on existing change and is part of an ongoing process. In example 
B, the institution with a redefined mission made an adaptive change. 
Changes that result from continual learning may be more aligned with the 
institutional mission than adaptive changes that can alter institutional direc- 
tion, creating long-term problems. What if the institution in example D rede- 
fines multiculturalism in student affairs as a response to a conference 
presentation, essentially making assumptions about the future but being 
unable to predict it? As a result of this adaptive change, the division could 
become out of sync with the larger institution, creating tension. 



Intentionality: Planned Versus Unplanned Change 

Another major difference in change efforts hinges on planned versus 
unplanned change. Planned or managed change refers to modifications that are 
deliberately shaped by organization members. Change experts inside or out- 
side the organization focus on helping individuals to cope with the difficul- 
ties and implement efforts. Most research in the area of business and 
management focuses on planned change, which is the conscious decision to 
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change, marked by the following characteristics: intentionality and deliber- 
ateness of process, involvement of internal and external expertise, and strategy 
of collaboration (Carr, Hard, andTrahant, 1996). Evolutionary change and 
accidental change are not considered planned change. Some researchers also 
note that unplanned change can increase adaptability and should not neces- 
sarily be seen as separate from planned change (Weick, 1979). 

Three out of the four changes noted at the beginning of this article appear 
to be planned changes. Example B — the reduction in expenses, redefinition 
of mission, and serving of a different student population — may have also been 
planned, but it may well have occurred with limited planning. Some of the 
other changes may not have been planned; for example, the technology usage 
in the classroom may have just happened ad hoc. 



Response Time: Proactive and Reactive 

Change has also been classified as proactive (happening before a crisis) or reac- 
tive (happening after a crisis). Example B is an illustration of an institution 
that was most likely reactive, responding to a crisis. Planned change can be 
both reactive and proactive. Much of the literature cites the benefit of proactive 
change, which can be facilitated by a generative environment with ongoing 
learning (Argyis, 1982; Senge, 1990; Steeples, 1990). Examples A and C reflect 
the proactive process of change. In 2001, integration of computer technology 
into the classroom is not ahead of the curve, yet the institution in example A 
is not waiting until it is negatively affected to market its program to students. 
The post-tenure review change in example C appears to be proactive, as few 
institutions have made this change. However, this organization may be located 
in a state that has mandated post-tenure review. In that situation, the partici- 
pants are being reactive, perhaps having less time to develop a careful response. 



Active and Static 

Change can be active (requiring many of the organizational participants to be 
involved) or static (one or a few individuals can implement the change). Tech- 
nology integration, for instance, might happen autonomously at the classroom 
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level and not require all individual staff members and administrators to be 
involved. But in other cases, conversion to new technology may be an intensely 
active process. None of the scenarios outlined at the beginning of this article 
seem to reflect static change, examples of which might include changing a bud- 
get reports format or making an alteration in a class. The post-tenure review 
process could be a static change; the dean may have made the decision and 
had two or three department chairs implement the change. 



Target of Change: Change Process and Outcomes 

Change models all describe process and outcomes. Process refers to the way in 
which change happens. Adaptive, generative, proactive, reactive, planned, and 
unplanned are different characterizations of the process of change. Each model 
described in the next article refers to assumptions about the process of change. 
Many variations of the change process have been referred to already, but it is 
important to connect the process to the outcomes of change. 

Change outcome is a hotly debated area, especially in regard to whether 
outcomes are measurable, whether they should be measured or assessed at all, 
and whether only intended outcomes should be examined (Burke, 1995; 
Dawson, 1994; Eckel, Hill, Green, and Mallon, 1999; Huber and Van de Ven, 
1995). Some scholars examine outcomes as the targets of change, including 
new structures, processes, missions, rituals, and individual beliefs. Others note 
that the outcome is not a specific aspect of the organization and argue that the 
change outcome is the overall change in the culture, meaning that outcomes 
are difficult to measure (Neumann, 1993; Schein, 1985). Still others view out- 
comes more qualitatively, based on whether the change brought benefits to 
the organization and the magnitude of any benefits (Goodman, 1982). As 
noted earlier, institutionalization can be a change outcome. 

In example A, the MBA program can survey faculty members to find out 
how many are using technology. But without a program evaluation, the ben- 
efits (outcome) will be unclear. In example B, the outcome of this institution’s 
revolutionary metamorphosis is unclear, but an unintended outcome might 
be lowered morale. Redefining multiculturalism (example D) may result in a 
host of unintended outcomes. Change agents need to be aware of both 
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intended and unintended outcomes as well as ways to 
identify the complex sets of outcomes that can result 
from the change process. 



Change agents 
need to be aware 
of both intended 
and unintended 



outcomes that can 
result from the 
change process. 



Summary outcomes as well 

This article presented some of the key concepts and a$ wa y s to identif 
terms that will be found within all the theories of complex sets < 

organizational change reviewed in the following arti- outcomes that cai 
cles. The concepts emerged to respond to different result from the 

questions about change. Forces and sources examine change process, 

the why of change. First and second/second order, 
scale, foci, timing, and degree all refer to the what of 

change. Adaptive/ generative, proactive/reactive, active/static, and planned/ 
unplanned refer to the how of change. Last, the target of change refers to the 
outcomes. Understanding which questions to ask in order to frame the analy- 
sis of change is the first step. Now the reader can begin to examine each change 
situation on their own campus in terms of why, what, how, and outcomes. 
Furthermore, this article provided the kind of language needed to meaning- 
fully discuss change with colleagues and to interpret the ways in which other 
people describe change. 
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Theories and Models 
of Organizational Change 



W HY ARE MODELS of organizational change necessary or important 
to understand? They are helpful for assessing change at a macro level — 
the level at which many institutional leaders view (or should view) their orga- 
nizations* Models can reveal why change occurs (the driving forces of change); 
how change will occur (the stages, scale, timing, and process characteristics); 
and what will occur (the content of change, outcomes, and ways to measure 
it). In addition, each model of change represents a different ideology with its 
own assumptions about the nature of human beings and social organizations. 
For example, can people change easily, or do they have fairly rigid identities? 
Most models address the question of determinism: Is change beyond the 
capacity of people to manage and shape? Choosing a model is not an arbitrary 
choice — it is an ideological one. The assumptions we make about change are 
also assumptions about the nature of reality and people. It is important to 
review the multidisciplinary research on change because some of the ideas have 
not been applied in higher education. Furthermore, each model helps us to 
understand different aspects of change. This article reviews the six main 
typologies of organizational change. 
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Typology of Organizational Change Models 

Many different theories/models of organizational change exist throughout the 
multidisciplinary literature base. 1 The literature referred to in this section 
will be limited to organizational change models rather than human, biologi- 
cal, or grand change theories (Phillips and Duran, 1992; Salipante and 
Golden-Biddle, 1995). In this section, six categories of change models are dis- 
cussed, with each category encompassing many different individual models. 
Since there is such a proliferation of individual models, these categories serve 
a s an organizing device. This monograph uses some traditional typologies and 
proposes a few new categories based on the current literature (Dill and Helm, 
1988; Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). 

One of the most comprehensive typologies, offered by Van De Ven and 
Poole, employs the following categories: life cycle, evolutionary, dialectical, 
and teleological (1995). Two additional categories that have been suggested are 
social-cognition and cultural approaches to change. Some theorists argue that 
life-cycle models are a variation of evolutionary models, but there appears to be 
enough evidence to distinguish between them (Levy and Merry, 1986). For 
example, life-cycle models emerge from a different disciplinary base (psychol- 
ogy rather than biology), are less deterministic, and focus more on the human 
elements of change, among other distinctions. Nordvall s last synthesis (1982) 
described only eight models within three categories: (1) teleological models such 
as problem-solving, action research, and organizational development; (2) dialec- 
tical models such as political models and social interaction; and (3) evolution- 
ary models such as systems theory and adaptive models. The individual models 
now number in the hundreds and are difficult to synthesize. Authors are devel- 
oping change classification schemes within individual categories such as evolu- 
tionary or teleological models (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). These two 



1 Model and theory ate not necessarily interchangeable words, although many scholars use 
them as such. In fact, theory suggests abstract contemplation or insight, whereas model 
connotes a set of plans or procedures. Certain disciplines (such as business or psychology) 
tend to develop models, while other fields (such as the sciences) tend to discuss theories of 
change. I will use model as the general term within this monograph. Most scholars hold that 
no theory of change has yet been developed. 
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categories, in particular, have a proliferation of individual models, requiring 
more refined categorization (Phillips and Duran, 1992). 

Most prevalent in the literature are the teleologi- 
cal (scientific management or planned change) and Most prevalent 

evolutionary (adaptive change) models. These two are fhe te | eo | og j c 

approaches have the longest histories and have been (scientific 

embraced by many practitioners and researchers as management or 

useful for understanding change. Most current cri- planned change) 

tiques refer to the recurring debate between planned and evo | utionary 

change and adaptive models, as they are commonly (adaptive change) 

referred to in the literature. These models also have models 

the most starkly contrasting assumptions, as will be 
described in more detail below. Briefly, they represent 

dichotomies such as materialist/idealist, social/technical, intentional/deter- 
ministic, and subjective/objective, with planned change reflecting the first set 
of characteristics in these dichotomies and adaptive change reflecting the sec- 
ond set. Two authors note that there is “a comfort in the fact that the two 
schools criticize each other leading to improvements and achieving a kind of 
balance” (Czarniawska and Sevon, 1996, p. 14). They further express the con- 
cern that the two theoretical perspectives appear to have reached a stalemate 
that needs to be broken. The “garbage can” model offered by Cohen and 
March is one theory that emerged as a result of an earlier stalemate between 
these two models, accepting both contingency and control as shaping the 
process of change (1991a, 1991b). Social-cognition, dialectical, and cultural 
models evolved out of efforts to reconcile some of the perceived problematic 
assumptions of planned change and adaptive change models. 

The literature will be discussed using the following framework within each 
category: (1) major assumptions of this category of models (why change occurs, 
the process, the outcomes, key metaphor); (2) some examples of each model; 
(3) key activities or individuals; and (4) benefits and criticisms of the 
model. The difficulty with any typology is that each of the particular models 
has unique characteristics that cannot all be reflected within this discussion. 
However, the similarities among models in different categories are perhaps 
more significant than the differences. Some teleological models, for instance, 
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share assumptions with evolutionary models. Some scholars consider strategic 
choice to be teleological, while others view it as evolutionary; likewise, 
paradigm-reframing models often overlap with social-cognition models, but 
some theorists see both as cultural models (Burnes, 1996; Collins, 1998). In 
effect, paradigm-reframing models share assumptions of both social-cognition 
and cultural approaches. Examples of models that share the assumptions of 
more than one category include organization punctuated equilibrium, com- 
munity ecology, partisan mutual adjustment, and the “garbage can.” The six 
categories described below, however, have fairly independent assumptions and 
ideologies that provide insight into understanding organizational change. A 
summary of all six models is provided in Appendix 1. The end of this article 
reviews combined models — approaches that utilize assumptions from several 
different theories. Combined models are particularly helpful because they cap- 
ture insights from multiple studies of change. 

Evolutionary 

There are two main types of evolutionary models: 
There are two social evolutionary models and biological models, 

main types of Many individual models have developed within this 

evolutionary tradition: adaptation, resource dependence, self-orga- 

models: social nization, contingency and systems theory, strategic 

evolutionary choice, punctuated equilibrium, and population ecol- 

models and ogy. I use the term evolutionary throughout this 

biological models. monograph for simplicity’s sake, but many scholars 

use the term environmental theories to encompass this 
set of concerns. 

Major assumptions : The earliest ideas, based on biological investigations of 
change, focused on change as a slow stream of mutations, gradually shaped by 
environmental influences (Morgan, 1986). These were expanded by social evo- 
lutionary theories reflected in disciplines such as political science and sociology. 
The main assumption underlying all these theories is that change is dependent 
on circumstances, situational variables, and the environment faced by each orga- 
nization (Morgan, 1986). Social systems as diversified, interdependent, complex 



28 



43 




systems evolve over time naturally (Morgan, 1986). But evolution is basically 
deterministic, and people have only a minor impact on the nature and direction 
of the change process (Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1985). These models focus on the 
inability of organizations to plan for and respond to change, and their tendency 
to instead “manage” change as it occurs. The emphasis is on a slow process, 
rather than discrete events or activities (Kieser, 1989). Change happens because 
the environment demands change for survival. Some later models suggest that 
adaptation can be proactive and anticipatory (Cameron, 1991). The assump- 
tions in these theories range from managers having no ability to influence adapt- 
ability to managers having significant ability to be proactive, anticipating changes 
in the environment (March, 1994a). 

Key concepts include systems, interactivity between the organization and its 
environment, openness, homeostasis, and evolution (Morgan, 1986). Evolu- 
tion has already been described herein; the other terms can be clarified as fol- 
lows. The concept of systems reflects how organizations are perceived as having 
interdependent and interrelated structures. Changing one part of the structure 
has implications for other parts. Interactivity is similar to systems in terms of 
focusing on the connected nature of activities within organizations. Based on 
the notions of systems and interactivity, change is conceptualized as reaching 
throughout an organization rather than being isolated. Openness refers to the 
relationship between the environment and internal transformation, and tends 
to characterize change as highly dependent on the external environment. Open 
systems exhibit an interdependence between internal and external environ- 
ments. The concept of homeostasis refers to self-regulation and the ability to 
maintain a steady state by constantly seeking equilibrium between the system 
and environment (Sporn, 1999). Based on the principle of homeostasis, first- 
order change has been shown to be more common; yet, as was mentioned in 
article two, gradual change can be associated with occasional second-order 
change (graduated punctuation models). 

Self-producing and self-organizing organisms form a key metaphor for 
change. Morgan (1986) uses the metaphor of termites for the change process 
within evolutionary models. Termites constandy rebuild their nest. This model 
presents a systemic, rational approach of a stimuli-and-response cycle. The 
process is unplanned and reactive. Processes include developing sensors (struc- 
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tures to determine necessary change and ability to adapt to new realities); 
determining organizational fitness; self-organizing; and local adaptation 
(Morgan, 1986). There is a strong structural emphasis in these models; the 
outcome of change is usually new organizational structures or organizing 
principles. Environmental leaders scan the environment to discern new 
developments and construct new units. Yet processes are inherently less impor- 
tant within evolutionary models than in other models, and change is mostly 
unplanned — instead it is an adaptive or selection-based process. Over time, it 
has become commonplace to assume that the environment affects the struc- 
ture and culture of an organization, but this was a contested issue up until 
twenty years ago, when these models were being developed. 

An example of the contribution of these models might be helpful. Prigogine 
details how, as organizations become more coherent and their structures more set 
(mature), they become more unstable and likely to experience second-order 
change. Managers’ natural reaction to the resulting systems fluctuation is to try 
to restore order or stasis. But Prigogine’s research illustrates that fluctuations are 
important for reestablishing order and that managers should let the open system 
follow its natural course rather than intervene (Levy and Merry, 1986). Note that 
these models de-emphasize action and focus on awareness of environmental 
influences and impacts so that the system can survive and be maintained. 

Examples: The earliest examples of evolutionary models are modified 
theories of natural selection applied to organizational change. Later, unique 
models developed, such as the resource-dependence model. Within resource- 
dependence models, leaders make choices to adapt to their environment. 
The organization and its environment have an interdependent relationship, and 
the analytical focus is on transactions that occur as part of this relationship. 
This model differs from natural selection in its focus on leaders as active agents 
able to respond to and change the environment (Goodman, 1982). Resource- 
dependence theory presupposes that organizations are not self-sustaining and 
do need to rely on external resources; organizations are dependent on other 
organizations, leading to an interorganizational and political view (Sporn, 
1999). Mergers are an example of organizational response to outside forces. 
This approach generated great interest, as it stresses a more interactive evolu- 
tionary model under which human agency can affect the change process. 





Some models of strategy are also reflected within the evolutionary tradition, 
focusing on the effect of the environment. For example, in the strategic choice 
approach, managers can choose which environments they operate within, scan- 
ning, predicting changes, and steering the course of the organization 
(Cameron, 1991). Population-ecology models are also reflected within this tra- 
dition, examining how decisions and actions made by groups of organizations 
affect their survival and success. This model focuses on environmental niches 
and the relative success of specialist organizations or generalist populations 
under change forces such as diminished resources or loss of support for certain 
organizational activities. One notion that has developed from this theory is 
diversification — that is, the idea that generalist organizations perform better 
under certain environmental conditions because they have “diverse” customers, 
products, and services, and thus are less likely to feel the impact of changes in 
one part of the market. This type of adaptation can only be seen when viewed 
at the population level; hence the term population ecology. 

A recent revival of evolutionary models of change applies chaos theory to 
change, as popularized by Margaret Wheatley in her book Leadership and the 
new science: Discovering order in a chaotic world (1999). Change is seen as 
inherent to biological systems; all organizations are constantly changing. The 
emphasis, as in earlier open-systems models, is on being aware of solutions 
inherent in the system through feedback loops, resiliency, and self-organizing, 
allowing structures to emerge within the system. Chaos models suggest that 
planned change is mostly irrelevant and unhelpful, and that organizations 
should respond organically to environmental demands. 

Key activities or individuals: As may already be apparent, the key activities 
within this model include observation of the external environment, analysis 
of the organizational system, and creation of structures and new organizing 
principles to respond to the environment. Individual human agency tends to 
be de-emphasized within chaos models. 

Benefits and criticisms: The contribution of these theories should not be 
underestimated. Illustrating the impact of context and environment on change 
was a radical approach in the face of scientific management theory, which exam- 
ined organizations as self-contained entities (Morgan, 1986). It was also novel to 
describe change as unplanned. Reconceptualizing organizations as systems also 
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advanced our thinking about change, identifying new reasons for and 
approaches to change. Many empirical studies illustrate the strength of evolu- 
tionary models for certain types of changes (Burnes, 1996; March, 1994a; 
Phillips and Duran, 1992; Sporn, 1999). Another advantage is the strong empir- 
ical research tradition that is not characteristic of many of the other theories. 

Several concerns have been raised about chaos models’ ability to explain 
organizational change, in particular, because they originated in mathematical 
rather than human-based fields. A substantial criticism is that these theories 
do not recognize that organizations are social phenomena, and thus they fail 
to provide needed assumptions about human psychology, the organization of 
work, and the way organizations fit into society (Collins, 1998). These mod- 
els reflect little human agency; strategic choices and creativity are mostly unim- 
portant. The models’ overly deterministic nature and overemphasis on the 
impact of the environment are seen as problematic. A second concern is that 
it is difficult to directly link environment variables and organizational change, 
controlling all other variables. Therefore, these theories ignore important indi- 
rect and informal variables, and disregard the complexity of organizational life 
by focusing on a few factors within the external and internal environment, 
such as resources and size of organization (Burnes, 1996). Environmental tur- 
bulence and constraints are overemphasized, and the fact that these forces can 
be manipulated rather than merely adapted to is rarely mentioned (Burnes, 
1996). These are major shortcomings that limit the explanatory power of 
evolutionary models. Despite these limitations, they are the second most pop- 
ular category of models within the literature. 



This category has 
several different 
common names, 
including planned 
change, scientific 
management, and 
rational models. 



Teleological 

This category has several different common names, 
including planned change, scientific management, and 
rational models. Strategic planning, organizational 
development, and adaptive learning approaches come 
under the teleological umbrella. These theories 
emerged simultaneously with the evolutionary 
models. 
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Assumptions : It is assumed that organizations are purposeful and adaptive. 
Change occurs because leaders, change agents, and others see the necessity 
of change. The process for change is rational and linear, as in evolutionary 
models, but individual managers are much more instrumental to the process 
(Carnall, 1995; Carr, Hard, and Tranant, 1996). Internal organizational 
features or decisions, rather than the external environment, motivate change. 
As noted earlier, these models are subjective and reflect intentionality. Key 
aspects of the change process include planning, assessment, incentives and 
rewards, stakeholder analysis and engagement, leadership, scanning, strategy, 
restructuring, and reengineering (Brill and Worth, 1997; Carnall, 1995; 
Huber and Glick, 1993). At the center of the process is the leader, who aligns 
goals, sets expectations, models, communicates, engages, and rewards. Strate- 
gic choices and human creativity are highlighted (Brill and Worth, 1997). 
Goal formation, implementation, evaluation, and modification based on expe- 
rience are an ongoing process. New additions to the repertoire of manage- 
ment tools include collaborative culture definition, large group engagement 
processes, and individual in-depth interventions (Brill and Worth, 1997). The 
outcome of the change process is similar to that in evolutionary models: new 
structures or organizing principles. The metaphor for this model would be 
the change-master, to use Rosabeth Kanter’s image (1983). The leader is the 
focus; this is a human model with the change agent at.the center, using ratio- 
nal scientific management tools. This is the area with by far the most research 
and models. 

Examples: Perhaps the best-known strategy within the teleological tradition 
is organizational development (Golembiewski, 1989; Goodman, 1982). This 
extensive body of research and literature dating from the 1950s continues today. 
Organizational development tends to address first-order change and does not 
challenge current organizational paradigms. It starts by diagnosing the prob- 
lems within the organization on an ongoing basis (so it is generative) and search- 
ing for solutions (change initiatives). Goals are set for addressing the change, 
yet there is a heavy cultural emphasis on values, attitudes, and organizational 
norms. Many group meetings are conducted to help the change initiative 
develop momentum and to overcome resistance (Carr, Hard, andTrahant, 
1996). The individual factors that inhibit change are a major emphasis; an 
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analysis of obstacles is typically conducted. Organizations proceed through 
distinct stages, and it is the leaders role to effectively manage the transition from 
one stable state to another (Golembiewski, 1989). Transition is a homogenous, 
structured, step-by-step process. 

Another very popular scientific management approach is continuous 
quality improvement, or total quality management (TQM), which emerged 
from studies of how to improve the manufacturing sectors of U.S. businesses 
struggling to compete with Japanese companies. These models assume that 
change is prevented because institutions are based on long-standing traditions, 
practices, and values. Authors within this tradition point out that most orga- 
nizations pursue quality, but that they have not examined the obstacles that 
prevent the change necessary to create quality, such as embedded values and 
structural or cultural hindrances (Freed, Klugman, and Fife, 1997). In order 
to challenge these barriers to change, a set of principles has been developed for 
leaders who create a new quality culture. Principles include many typical tele- 
ological strategies, such as (1) develop and focus on the vision, mission, and 
outcomes of the institution; (2) creative and supportive leadership; (3) retrain 
individuals on an ongoing basis or implement systematic individual develop- 
ment; (4) make data-driven decisions based on facts; (3) ensure collaboration; 
(6) delegate decision-making; and (7) proactively plan change. Quality experts 
say that they use “scientific management measurements and techniques” to 
alter personal philosophies and create a new organizational culture (Freed, 
Klugman, and Fife, 1997, p. 44). There is an assumed plasticity among peo- 
ple. TQM does adopt assumptions from biological theories in taking a sys- 
tems approach, but the overall principles reflect the teleological tradition. 

Reengineering focuses on modifying aspects of the organizational structure 
as the key to creating change (Barrow, 1996; Guskin, 1996). The leaders role 
is to inventory and assess the organizational structures, and to think about ways 
to structure differently. Mapping processes is a key management technique for 
helping to reengineer, which entails cross-functional teams meeting 
for extended periods of time to describe and chart a process from beginning to 
end. All divisions involved hear the processes of other functional areas and iden- 
tify ways that processes can be collectively altered. Technology advancements, 
new products, retrained employees, cost-cutting, and other changes are facili- 
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tated by leaders who create a technology office, provide a new human resources 
office, or reduce the number of offices in charge of a particular function. 

Key activities or individuals: This model sees change agents and leaders 
as the focus of the change process. Individuals within the organization receive 
little attention and are mostly unimportant. More recent teleological models, 
such as TQM and reengineering, involve individuals throughout the 
organization in the process of change through the use of teams and an empha- 
sis on collaboration. Even though teleological models are broadening their 
focus, evolutionary and teleological models place the least emphasis on indi- 
viduals throughout the organization as active participants. The activities for 
creating change are organized by the leader who plans, analyzes, and assesses. 
Activities are extremely important in these models, given the major assumption 
that management techniques or tools are the critical aspect for ensuring change. 

Benefits and criticisms: The benefits of these models are significant. First, 
strategies for analyzing and categorizing change processes (for example, adap- 
tive or generative) have been developed through these approaches, as described 
in article two. Second, the key role of leadership and change agents in 
the change process was identified and made apparent. Third, the role of 
collaboration and staff development are key concepts that have transformed 
our understanding of each organizational members contribution to the change 
process. The emphasis on the role of people and individual attitudes to the 
change process was brought to the forefront, especially in research on resis- 
tance to change. The ability to, at times, forecast or identify the need for 
change was an important contribution, helping organizations to survive and 
prosper in what otherwise would have been difficult times. 

There is a great deal of literature critiquing teleological models, probably 
because they tend to be the dominant model within the literature. But they 
have been tested, and their relevance for certain types of change has been 
proven through several studies (Freed, Klugman, and Fife, 1997; Levy and 
Merry, 1986). The main criticisms relate to the overly rational and linear 
process of change described within many teleological models (Dufty, 1980). 
Researchers of second-order change demonstrate a chaotic process and find 
management models to be lacking needed information on the importance of 
culture and social cognition. Another major criticism is the overemphasis on 



Understanding and Facilitating Organizational Change in the 21st Century 3 5 



50 





human creativity, thoughts, and decisions. In contrast, evolutionary studies 
of change have found that humans can create problems rather than assist in 
change processes (Levy and Merry, 1986). Furthermore, research has illus- 
trated that organizations are often irrational, events happen spontaneously, 
environments change without predictability, control is illusory, and leaders 
ability to change is more attributed than real. 

There is also an assumed plasticity among people. Managers can alter the 
environment, and people can and will respond. Many of our own personal 
experiences might suffice to challenge this assumption (Collins, 1998). Stud- 
ies of change have also illustrated how it tends to be continuous and open-' 
ended (Burnes, 1996). Teleological' models assume that organizations exist in 
a somewhat stable point and that managers can lead it fronyone set state to 
another. Others note that planned change models seem unable to address rad- 
ical or transformation change (Schein, 1985). Teleological theorists within the 
continuous-improvement and learning-organization traditions feel they have 
addressed the criticisms that have been raised over time about second-order 
and continuous change (Senge, 1990). 

Another critique is methodological in nature. Very few teleological stud- 
ies examine change contextually; they ignore the substance of change, the need 
for change, and the politics of change (Pettigrew, 1985). It is noted that advice 
offered from generic prescriptions is therefore applied inappropriately, often 
creating problems. 



Life Cycle 

These models share many assumptions with evolutionary models in terms of 
adaptation and a systems approach. They differ in being less objective, focus- 

ing on the importance of human beings in the change 
process, and viewing changes that occur within the life 
cycles of people as well as those of the organizations 
they create. Life-cycle or developmental models 
emphasize systematic individual change. 

Assumptions: Life-cycle models evolved from 
studies of child development and focus on stages of 



Life-cycle or 
developmental 
models emphasize 
systematic 
individual change. 
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organizational growth, maturity, and decline (Levy and Merry, 1986). Some 
scholars view life-cycle and developmental models as a branch of evolution- 
ary models that focus on human development theories rather than broad bio- 
logical theories (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). Within these models, change 
is typically seen as part of a stage and is progressive and rational (Miller and 
Friesen, 1980). Organizations are born, then they grow, mature, go through 
stages of revival, and eventually decline (Goodman, 1982). Change does not 
occur because people see the necessity of or even want change; it occurs 
because it is a natural progression that cannot be stopped or altered (Miller 
and Friesen, 1980; Morgan, 1986). Developmental models focus on stages 
that are less predetermined than those in life-cycle models. 

Change occurs as individuals within the organization adapt to its life cycle. 
Management is much more central than in evolutionary models and assists 
members of the organization to grow through training and motivational tech- 
niques (Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1996). The environment is ambiguous and 
threatening within this model. To adjust to this environment, processes include 
training and development, communication, and other structures that allow 
growth (Bolman and Deal, 1991; Miller and Friesen, 1980). The outcome 
within this change process is a new organizational identity. Identity is strongly 
emphasized in these models as a reason that people resist change (Van de Ven 
and Poole, 1995). Identification with the organization and personalization of 
work is also referenced. The major metaphor is the teacher or guide. Change 
is the result of staff development and leaders who bring people along to orga- 
nizational maturity. 

Life-cycle models are related to, but different from, learning models — 
learning is more adaptive, habitual, and regulated by nature (Burnes, 1996). 
Theories that focus more on learning and unlearning habits would fit within the 
life-cycle category. Some recent models of emotional intelligence and adaptability 
to change also fall within the life-cycle model (Collins, 1998). For example, cer- 
tain abilities make one more able to or open to change, such as sensitivity to the 
motivations and perspectives of others (often termed emotional intelligence ) . 

Examples: Grener describes a model of organizational growth through 
creativity, direction, delegation, coordination, and collaboration. Organizations 
go through five stages: high growth, greatest efficiency, diseconomies of scale, 
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crisis, and last, transformation or cessation of functioning (Levy and Merry, 
1986). High growth is stage in which an organization is building and there is 
a great deal of learning and experimenting; it models the youth and adolescence 
of a human life. Greater efficiency is like early adulthood, when the company 
has energy, momentum, and employees with high levels of training; it operates 
with a high profitability margin. Diseconomy of scales happens as the organi- 
zation grows larger, participants show less commitment, and people become 
embedded in traditions or history, creating an environment in which the orga- 
nizations productivity is lowered. If this stage is sustained, the organization 
often moves into crisis, losing profitability and success. At this point, typically, 
transformation occurs or the organization eventually stops functioning. Each 
stage ends in a crisis, which propels the organization into the next stage. Change 
occurs both within the stage (first order) and at the crisis point (second order). 
Life-cycle models characterize certain types of changes as typical within partic- 
ular parts of the life cycle. For example, change in process is typical in the mat- 
uration phase, while change in structure is common with the centralization 
process. These patterns are captured in Kim Camerons work (1991). 

Cameron (1991) tries to integrate the findings of ten life-cycle models into 
a metamodel. Within his model are four stages: (1) entrepreneurship, (2) col- 
lectivity, (3) formalization and control, and (4) elaboration of structure. As in 
other models, the first stage is a time of little coordination, extensive ideas, 
and marshaling resources. As the organization passes into the collectivity stage, 
there is a greater sense of shared mission and strong commitment while inno- 
vation continues. However, during the formalization and control stage, rules 
and stable structures are put in place, innovation is rare, and procedures and 
efficiency are the foci. As the organization enters the elaboration-of-structure 
stage, it begins to go through a series of renewals through decentralization, 
expansion, or other adaptation. 

Weicks social psychology of change theory reflects the life-cycle assump- 
tions (Levy and Merry, 1986). The three stages in the model are enactment, 
selection, and retention. Organizations constantly cycle through these phases, in 
which participants select changes and make choices about retention. Retention 
is based on the life cycle of the organization. These short-term actions contribute 
to an evolutionary process in which practices, structures, and ideas change. The 
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distinctive characteristic of this life-cycle model is that change is described as 
commonplace across different stages — enactment, selection, and retention 
happen among all employees within all life cycles, but with some distinctions 
in the process (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). 

The human resource tradition in companies reflects the life-cycle model 
as well (Bolman and Deal, 1991). Developmental theories examine human 
motivation, individual and group interaction, retraining, and development as 
central to organizational processes and change. Although human resource the- 
ories enjoy a long tradition, Bolman and Deal popularized this approach to 
analyzing organizations with their notion of the human resource lens. Seen 
through the human resource lens, organizational change is difficult for indi- 
viduals because they have to change their current approach, which is tied to 
their identity and strengths. In order to help assuage this fear, leaders need 
to make the change understandable and train people to operate differently. 

Key activities and individuals: This model differs from both of the earlier 
models in that it begins to emphasize people throughout the organization as 
critical to the change process. Change will not occur successfully unless 
all people are prepared for it. This model shifts emphasis from the leaders or 
a few internal characteristics to activities throughout the organization. 
Each individual plays a critical role in adjusting to the life cycle. Activities 
focus on individual development, overcoming fear of change, training, and 
development. Leaders analyze the need for training, assess the institutional 
culture, and monitor the environment and life cycle. 

As leaders determine the life cycle or development of the organization, they 
work with people based on the principles of each stage. Young organizations 
need creativity and entrepreneurship through marshaling resources and creat- 
ing an ideology. As the organization evolves to the mature stage, it needs to 
focus on internal processes and practices rather than external factors. Over 
time, renewal and expansion occur through managers observing the environ- 
ment and selectively responding. 

Benefits and criticisms: The benefit of these models is that they focus on a 
previously missing aspect of change: the fact that organizations proceed through 
different phases. Most earlier models treated organizations as differing in 
type according to sector, size, and so forth, but not in terms of development. 
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Focusing on change over time has proven to be theoretically sound in many 
studies. Also, the focus on people throughout the organization is an. important 
shift from focusing on leaders or the environment. Furthermore, the impor- 
tance of training has proven central to many change efforts, and later models 
that combined assumptions from several theories adopted principles about 
training (Senge, 1990). Some recent teleological models, like TQM, include 
ongoing staff development. However, many propositions of the model have 
either not held up within studies or are untested, making the contributions of 
this category of models unknown (Burnes, 1996). 

* Most of the literature on life-cycle models is conceptual rather than empir- 
ical, and their efficacy is not well established. Another concern is the overly 
deterministic character of these models, as the nature of organizational change 
and its stages are somewhat predetermined. Some theorists suggest that only 
birth, youth, and maturity exist, and that organizational decline can be avoided 
(Lippitt, 1969). Also, some models suggest that managers can speed up, slow 
down, or even abort certain stages, suggesting more human agency and less 
determinism. A few studies that have examined life-cycle models have found 
that organizations did not proceed through the stages in the proposed sequence. 
Researchers have argued for the importance of the notion of stages, as it allows 
organizational participants to be responsive to changes and to see them as nat- 
mmm—mmmmmmmmm i ural. Developmental models (focused on stages and the 

The name necessity of training) appear to have greater empirical 

dialectical refers support than other models in this category, 
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Dialectical 

Dialectical models (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995) and 
the political metaphor of change (Morgan, 1986) are 
similar in their assumptions. The name dialectical 
refers directly to the Hegelian-Marxian perspective in 
which a pattern, value, ideal, or norm in an organiza- 
tion is always present with its polar opposite. An 
example in higher education institutions would be the 
pattern of communitarianism, with the opposing value 




of individualism. These two forces are always influencing each other, and over 
time change is created through the interaction of opposing forces. Interest- 
ingly, Czarniawska and Sevon (1996) characterized the change literature itself 
as a dialectical pattern in which the planned change and evolutionary models 
represent opposites, generating the four other typologies of models. 

Assumptions: Organizations pass through long periods of evolutionary 
change (as the dialectical interaction between the polar opposites occurs) and 
short periods of second-order or revolutionary change, when there is an impasse 
between the two perspectives (Morgan, 1986). An organizations polar opposite 
belief systems eventually clash, resulting in radical change. Conflict is seen as 
an inherent attribute of human interaction. The outcome of change is a mod- 
ified organizational ideology or identity. Predominant change processes are bar- 
gaining, consciousness-raising, persuasion, influence and power, and social 
movements (Bolman and Deal, 1991). Leaders are key within any social move- 
ment and are a central part of these models, yet collective action is usually the 
primary focus. Progress and rationality are not necessarily part of this theory of 
change; dialectical conflict does not necessarily produce a “better” organization. 

Political or dialectical models sometimes share assumptions with cultural 
models. Political models examine how a dominant culture shapes (and reshapes) 
organizational processes; this culture is referred to as the power culture (Ben- 
jamin, 1996). Organizations are perceived as political entities in which domi- 
nant coalitions manipulate their power to preserve the status quo and maintain 
their privilege. Another way that political models overlap with cultural models 
is in their emphasis on social movements and subgroups or subcultures. 

Dialectical models do not assume that everyone is involved; instead they 
emphasize that inactivity is quite prevalent (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 
1977). Few people participate in governance or are strongly interested in 
change. People who create change can become involved in interest groups, 
flowing in and out. When resources are plentiful, few people worry about 
changes or engage in conflict. When resources are constrained and changes are 
pending (or an inability to create changes exists due to lack of resources), then 
people mobilize. These models focus on human motivation and needs; intu- 
ition is just as important as the facts and figures that are emphasized within 
other models (Bergquist, 1992; Lindquist, 1978). Social interaction is more 
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critical than environmental scanning, planning, or assessing the life cycle of 
the organization. The metaphor is a social movement. 

Examples : Early dialectical scholars studied interest groups and social 
movements within organizations (Levy and Merry, 1986). Later, studies took 
two general directions, seeing politics as negative (exploitation and dominance) 
or positive (creating vision and collective goals). 

Kotter (1985) provides an analysis of the skills needed to create political 
change: (1) agenda-setting, (2) networking and forming coalitions, and 
(3) bargaining and negotiation. Setting an agenda is different than establishing 
a vision, a typical process within teleological models that is usually leader- 
derived. Instead, setting an agenda involves listening to people throughout the 
organization and including their interests; agendas are responsive to stake- 
holder concerns (Bolman and Deal, 1991). Networking is the next step for 
creating change. In order to build coalitions, change agents need to identify 
key people who will facilitate change as well as individuals who will resist the 
change. One of the primary purposes of networking is developing relation- 
ships with key people who can overcome resistance, so that they can be used to 
influence other people when necessary. Change agents must also develop a 
power base by succeeding at certain efforts and aligning themselves with other 
powerful individuals. Once the change agent has an agenda, a network, coali- 
tions, and a power base, then he or she is ready to bargain and negotiate in 
order to create change. Bolman and Deal (1991) review several bargaining 
strategies that have been found effective in creating change. Empowerment 
approaches to change represent an even more positive spin on the political 
approach to creating change. In these approaches, change agents are encour- 
aged to examine whether the change has mutually beneficial consequences for 
all involved parties, is moral, and demonstrates caring for employees (Bolman 
and Deal, 1991). A few studies have illustrated that empowerment models are 
instrumental in facilitating change (Astin and Leland, 1991; Bensimon and 
Neumann, 1993). 

Marxist theory as applied to organizations has always been prevalent within 
this tradition. Analyses of the development of collective bargaining and labor 
unions within organizations tend to use a Marxist perspective. The findings 
of studies suggest that boards and other organizational leaders create struc- 
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tures that prevent equitable treatment and serve an elites interest (Morgan, 
1986; Rhoades, 1998). Change initiatives are usually developed for efficiency 
and cost-containment purposes that reflect the elite’s interests rather than a 
shared interest (Morgan, 1986). There is a dialectical tension related to change 
and whose interests are served. Current studies about gender and ethnic 
diversity in organizations, and the possibility of changing structures and cul- 
ture, have been interpreted through the dialectical lens. Several studies exam- 
ined the need to completely restructure organizations and develop new cultures 
because the existing structures are embedded with patriarchal values (Calas 
and Smirich, 1992; Townsend and Twombly, 1998). For example, policies that 
prevent women’s advancement — such as lack of maternity' leave or restrictive 
criteria for promotion — create change, as the interest group determines needs 
and discovers conflict. The dominant patriarchal ideology is revealed, and it 
becomes apparent that change must occur in order to create an environment 
that is open to women (Calas and Smirich, 1992). These models tend to 
assume that evolutionary change will not be able to move organizations for- 
ward to embrace women, because evolutionary change usually does not diverge 
markedly from the status quo. 

Key activities and individuab: Similar to the life-cycle category, this model 
focuses on individuals throughout the organization as part of the dialectical 
change process. Conflict is a result of focusing on the views of all, not just posi- 
tional leaders. Although an elite or dominant ideology often tries to maintain 
power and authority, tension eventually builds up, leading to change. However, 
the model also suggests that many people will choose to be inactive in the process. 
Activities are not a major focus within these models. Bargaining, persuasion, and 
conflict are inherent aspects of human nature that do not need to be deliberately 
developed. This model is similar to evolutionary models in its de-emphasis of 
activities that should be fostered. Inherent conflict will create change; thus, this 
model has a deterministic nature as well. The perspectives exist and will, whether 
or not organizations want them to, come into conflict eventually. 

Benefits and criticisms: A major benefit of these models is their departure 
from the focus on rationality and linearity. Evolutionary, life-cycle, and tele- 
ological models all emphasize that change is rational and progressive, leading 
toward something better (although not all life-cycle models assume a 
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progressive stance). Many theorists have pointed to changes that were not for 
the good of organizations and have often noted the erratic, political nature of 
organizational change (Morgan, 1986). This model provided explanation for 
regressive change and highlighted irrationality. The more popular dialectical 
models are those that emphasize social movements and leaders’ roles, provid- 
ing a strong and hopeful analogy for change. People can compare their 
organization’s change efforts to such positive events as the civil rights move- 
ment. These theories certainly do not offer a picture of moral superiority, but 
in popular adaptation, they are often viewed as doing so. 

The deterministic nature of the model is critiqued by scholars as it has been 
within other models. The lack of emphasis on the environment is seen as prob- 
lematic. For example, the dialectical tension is never related to any forces out- 
side itself. Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley (1977) note that their original 
political models of higher education organizations underestimated the impact 
of environmental influences on political processes and anticipated a stronger 
relationship between political processes and environmental issues. This is 
an area in need of future research. Also, some theorists wonder whether this 
tension and the polar opposite forces could not be managed (teleological) or 
if training could help people to exist within this tension-filled environment 
(life cycle). A more general criticism is that these models offer little guidance 
to organizations or leaders. This may be a product of the models themselves, 
or it may be a result of the way they have been applied. 



Social Cognition 

Social-cognition models have gained popularity in the last twenty years. A vari- 
ety of models emphasize cognition, from sensemaking to institutionalism to 
imaginization (Morgan, 1986; Scott, 1995; Weick, 1995). These models tend 
to come from a phenomenological or social-constructivist view of organiza- 
tions (hence the term social in combination with cognition ), although not all 
of them do. The earlier typologies (teleological, evolutionary, life cycle, polit- 
ical) emerged from functionalist approaches to viewing organizations. Func- 
tionalists hold that there is a single organizational reality that all people 
generally perceive similarly. 
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Assumptions: Prior to the development of cogni- 
tive models, the process of learning and development 
had already been coupled with change through life- 
cycle models (Argyris, 1982). Cognitive models built 
on the foundation of life-cycle models by examining 
in greater detail how learning occurs and even tying 
the notion of change more directly to learning. Stud- 
ies of resistance to change illustrated the need for peo- 
ple to learn new approaches and examined how such 
learning might occur. New phenomena related to cog- 
nition and change were discerned, such as knowledge structures, paradigms, 
schema, cybernetics, sensemaking, cognitive dissonance, cause maps, and 
interpretation, which are all key concepts within these theories (Bushe 
and Shani, 1991; March, 1991; Morgan, 1986). Research on how the brain 
works revealed that knowledge is usually developed by building on past infor- 
mation called knowledge structures or schema , prompting theorists to contem- 
plate how proposals for institutional change could build on prior 
organizational knowledge (Hedberg, 1981). Learning also occurs as two pieces 
of conflicting information are brought together, in a phenomenon often 
labeled cognitive dissonance (Argyris, 1994). Theorists wondered how disso- 
nance helped facilitate change. 

The reasons for change in organizations are tied to appropriateness and a 
reaction to cognitive dissonance (Collins, 1998). There is not necessarily an 
environmental necessity, a developmental challenge, a leaders vision, or dialec- 
tical or ideological tension. Instead, people simply reach a point of cognitive 
dissonance at which values and actions clash or something seems outmoded, 
and they decide to change. Cybernetics is the term used to describe the com- 
plex approach to change within social cognition; it is an interactive model, 
with tensions and strains common within circular systems (Morgan, 1986). 
Thus, change does not occur linearly or in stages — instead it is a multifaceted, 
interconnected, overlapping series of processes, obstacles, and individuals. The 
outcome of change is a new frame of mind or worldview. The metaphor for 
this approach to change is usually the brain: complex, interrelated systems, 
mental models, and interpretation. 
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Social-cognition models examine how leaders shape the change process 
through framing and interpretation, and how individuals within the organi- 
zation interpret and make sense of change (Harris, 1996). The environment 
cannot be objectively determined, but is interpreted by leaders. This is why 
the environment is seen as a lesser force, because it is socially constructed and 
multiple (March, 1991). Social-cognition theorists tend to be interested in 
how employees frame the organization or how worldviews can be shaped and 
changed through learning. Change can be understood and enacted only 
through individuals (Harris, 1996; Martin, 1992). These theories reject a 
shared reality or organizational culture. Part of the difficulty of creating change 
is realizing that people are interpreting their environment so differendy. Within 
social-cognition models, habits, and organizational identity are examined, 
relating them to life-cycle theories in which organizational identity and 
identification are important to understand factors in resistance to change. 
Facilitating change is sometimes explored as the process of allowing people to 
let go of the identity attached to past strategies and successes (Morgan, 1986). 

Examples: Argyris’ single- and double-loop learning theory reflects the 
social-cognition perspective and is a key concept in organizational learning and 
change. Single-loop learning refers to retaining existing norms, goals, and struc- 
tures and improving on current methods (Argyris, 1982, 1994). This is often 
associated with first-order change and an internal standard of performance 
such as employees’ views of quality. In contrast, double-loop learning re fers to 
the process by which existing norms, goals, and structures are reformulated 
to create innovative solutions. It is usually associated with second-order change 
and employs external standards of performance such as state-mandated regu- 
lations of quality. In double-loop learning, people or organizations come to 
terms with problems or mismatches in the governing variables (beliefs) that 
guide their actions (Hedberg, 1981). The common assumption that people are 
driven to fix inconsistencies between their thoughts and actions or between 
their actions and consequences was shown to be invalid. An environment of 
trust must be created in order to have double-loop learning, as people on their 
own will not challenge or examine inconsistencies (Argyris, 1982). 

In addition, organizational change is seen as a learning process affected by 
organizational and environmental conditions and by theories of action held 
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by the organizations members (March, 1991). Theories of action are the views 
that people hold, even if they do not act on such views. The important prin- 
ciple for organizational change is that people may describe that they have ini- 
tiated a change or believe in a change, but may not enact that change. 
Organizations need to identify the social-cognition approach of employees — 
their theories of action — and align them with espoused organizational values 
and change initiatives. Research on misalignment between espoused and 
enacted theories led to models of paradigm-shifting. 

Models of paradigm-shifting and future-envisioning focus on identifying 
the views or beliefs of organizational participants (through operational pre- 
suppositions and scanning the environment), then providing leaders with 
training on how to lead people to conceptualize a different organizational real- 
ity (Levy and Merry, 1986). Some models focus on helping members cope 
with the loss and death of the old organizational paradigm. Future-envisioning 
focuses organizational members’ attention on the desired future, rather than 
on the present situation and organization. 

The emphasis on different paradigms or ways of viewing the organization 
spawned work by researchers such as Cohen and March (1991a, 1991b); 
Bolman and Deal (1991); Morgan (1986); and Weick (1995), examining orga- 
nizations through a social-constructivist perspective, in which it is acknowl- 
edged that there are multiple views of organizational reality. These theorists 
suggest that change can be accomplished by leaders who view the organization 
through different lenses, examining issues through the logic of perspectives. Bol- 
man and Deal (1991) suggest that leaders need to see change as a structural issue 
though the bureaucratic lens; as a training issue, through the human resource 
lens; as a power issue, through the political lens; and as an issue of identity and 
meaning, through the symbolic lens. Leaders create change by helping employ- 
ees to view the organization through different lenses and by reframing issues so 
that different people can understand and enact the needed change. 

Sensemaking is another example of this category and emerged from the 
focus on paradigms, cognition, and multiple realities (Weick, 1995). It empha- 
sizes how people interpret their world and reconstruct reality on an ongoing 
basis. Constructing this reality is an effort to create order and make retro- 
spective sense out of what happens. Sensemaking focuses on how worldviews 
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are shaped and altered. But there is a strong contextual rationality (the sense 
made is appropriate to the context) and a focus on intersubjective meaning 
(individuals’ perspectives). Weick distinguishes sensemaking from interpreta- 
tion; sensemaking is about how people generate that which they interpret 
(Weick, 1995, p. 13). Change situations may evoke sensemaking by altering 
the order that people have created. Weick emphasizes the roles of wisdom, 
acceptance of a high level of ignorance, and learning and resilience within 
organizations as facilitators of change (Weick, 1993). Learning, humility, 
resilience, and wisdom help enable individuals to alter their current reality. 

Key activities and individuals: These models are similar to dialectical mod- 
els in their emphasis on individuals throughout the organizations as key to 
understanding and facilitating change. In fact, these models are broader in 
scope, paying more attention to each individual as constructing reality 
uniquely. Dialectical approaches tend to conceptualize people as having 
group interests and perspectives, rather than individual ones. Change activi- 
ties focused on within social cognition are learning, schema development, 
altering beliefs, and aligning the individual s identity/worldview and actions. 
Leaders assess situations through different lenses, then help reframe world- 
views through the use of metaphors or models so that different people can 
understand the change (Morgan, 1986). 

Morgan (1986) presents the example of an organization facing a change 
initiative through the social-cognition model: leaders would analyze the situ- 
ation through the political perspective, then the evolutionary perspective, then 
the life-cycle perspective. These various worldviews provide different evidence 
about how to approach the change; the process is then aligned with the model 
that best suits the situation. Leaders also alter shared norms and understand- 
ings, help individuals shift paradigms, or create an environment of trust so 
double-loop learning can occur. 

Benefits and Criticisms: One of the major contributions of these theories 
is a more phenomenological approach to the study of change, vastly expand- 
ing the interpersonal and human aspects of change. Individual meaning con- 
struction was mosdy left out of theories that focused on systems, organizational 
dialectical tension, the environment, the life cycles of organizations, or scien- 
tific management structures. These other perspectives discount the individu- 
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als that make up the system; change is, after all, about individual learning and 
sensemaking. The realization that change often fails because individuals sim- 
ply do not understand or comprehend the change at hand has been helpful, 
particularly to those within the teleological framework. This provides man- 
agers with new tools for creating and leading change. 

Also, similar to dialectical models, social-cognition models illustrate that 
change is not always progressive or positive. For example, institutions that serve 
an important purpose and evolve to another, less important role are not neces- 
sarily progressing. Social-cognition models examine how change occurs (through 
learning, for example), rather than just identifying variables associated with 
change, the latter approach being common within evolutionary and teleologi- 
cal models (such variables may include senior management vision, political 
environment, new institutional structure, or orientation toward effectiveness). 
This provided needed nuanced data at a more micro level of the organization. 

One criticism of social-cognition models has been that they de-emphasize 
the effects of environment and external forces on change. The systemic view and 
interconnected nature is sometimes lost when a focus on individuals and their 
perceptions is adopted. Some models within this perspective have tried to incor- 
porate the environment, examining how individuals interpret the environment 
or system. Yet the underlying assumption is that there is no such independent 
system, beyond individuals. Also, some models suggest that individuals are pli- 
able (Bolman and Deal, 1991; Morgan, 1996); this is also noted as a problem 
within teleological models. Some writers focus on changing people’s realities 
and worldviews (Nevis, Lancourt, and Vassallo, 1996). Critics claim that these 
models overemphasize people s ability to change such fundamental aspects of 
their identity and reality. A direct criticism from cultural models is that social 
cognition ignores values, feelings, and emotions for the most part. Its emphasis 
on thinking, mental processes, and learning tends to exclude other aspects in 
understanding the nature of change, how it occurs, and why it occurs. 



Cultural 

Most models of change describe organizations as rational places with norms 
and rules. The major contribution of cultural models to the change literature 
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is their emphasis on irrationality (also emphasized in dialectical models), the 
spirit or unconscious, and the fluidity and complexity of organizations (also 

noted in social cognition). Cultural models blend the 
Cultural models assumptions of the social-cognition and dialectical 

blend the methods. 

assumptions of the Assumptions: Change occurs naturally as a response 

social-cognition to alterations in the human environment; cultures are 

and dialectical always changing (Morgan, 1986). Cultural and dialec- 

methods. tical models often overlap with the image of social 

movements as an analogy for cultural and political 
change (Morgan, 1986). The change process tends to 
be long-term and slow. Change within an organization entails alteration of val- 
ues, beliefs, myths, and rituals (Schein, 1985). There is an emphasis on the sym- 
bolic nature of organizations, rather than the structural, human, or cognitive 
aspects emphasized within earlier theories. History and traditions are impor- 
tant to understand, as they represent the collection of change processes over 
time. Cultural approaches share many assumptions with social-cognition the- 
ories; change can be planned or unplanned, can be regressive or progressive, 
and can contain intended or unintended outcomes and actions (Smirich, 
1983). Change tends to be nonlinear, irrational, nonpredictable, ongoing, and 
dynamic (Smirich, 1983). Some cultural models focus on the leaders’ ability 
to translate the change to individuals throughout the organizations through 
the use of symbolic actions, language, or metaphors as the key to creating 
change (Feldman, 1991). If there is an external motivator, it tends to be legit- 
imacy, which is the primary motivator within the cultural model, rather than 
profit or productivity, which exemplify the teleological and environmental 
models. 

Cultural approaches tend to emphasize phenomenological and social- 
constructivist approaches to the study of organizations. They also suggest the 
difficulty of deep change, realizing that radical change involves core modifi- 
cations that are unlikely to occur without alterations of fundamental beliefs. 
One only needs to look at the research on cultural change within history, 
anthropology, or political science to realize that such change is often long- 
term, nonsequential, and seemingly unmanageable. 




Examples: The earliest types of models within this category were paradigm- 
shifting and future-envisioning. Early models attempted to move away from 
the static view of organizations provided within teleological models such as orga- 
nizational development and to examine fluid, dynamic, and complex processes 
that shape change, such as unconsciousness, energy, spirit, mission, purpose, 
belief systems, myths, worldview, symbols, and state of being. Some cultural 
theories purport to create change managers who understand the symbolic nature 
of organizations; Rosabeth Kanter’s famous book, The Change Masters (1983), 
epitomizes this tradition. Paradigm-shifting originally represented a cultural 
approach and social-cognition model, but over time, the rational management 
techniques that became associated with it have made many scholars identify 
these models as part of the teleological tradition. However, models of changing 
consciousness and rechanneling energy, which focus on spirit and the symbolic 
and deeper realities of organizations, remain embedded within the cultural per- 
spective. An example of these approaches is the formation of consciousness 
groups within organizations. These groups meet and discuss the organizational 
identity and values, how people fit with or relate to the institutional identity, 
and ways that the values and identity are expressed, and delve into implicit and 
explicit values and basic assumptions. The purpose of such discussion is to 
understand the culture at a deeper level in order to foster change. 

Schein (1983) is perhaps one of the best-known theorists of cultural 
change. Culture is a collective and shared phenomenon; it is reflected at dif- 
ferent levels through the organizational mission, through individual beliefs, 
and subconsciously. Change occurs as various aspects of the organizational cul- 
ture are altered; for example, if the mission is realigned or new rituals or myths 
are developed. His perspective on culture is reflected in the symbolic action 
approach, in which managers create change by modifying organizational mem- 
ber’s shared meaning — in other words, leaders re-create aspects of the sym- 
bolic system and culture. For example, leaders interpret events and history for 
people and create ceremonies and events that alter culture, thereby creating 
change (Cameron, 1991). Schein believes that certain cultures can be devel- 
oped that are more open or prone to change. 

Dawson illustrates a very different cultural approach in the processual 
change model. He studied change contextually, over time, examining the inter- 
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connection of substance, contexts, and politics (Dawson, 1994). The study 
developed fifteen principles for change, such as ensuring that change strategies 
are culturally sensitive and appreciate the potential tenacity of existing cultures; 
the need to fully understand and communicate the substance of change, because 
delay and conflict will otherwise emerge; and the fact that transition is unlikely 
to be marked by a line of continual improvement from beginning to end. 

Interpretive strategy is another example of a cultural model, based on the 
assumptions that reality is socially constructed and the organization is a 
collection of cooperative social agreements in which individuals strive for the 
good of the overall organization (Chaffee, 1983). This approach entails devel- 
oping orienting metaphors in order to lead or guide individuals attitudes, alter- 
ing the metaphors and thereby creating change. People are guided by metaphors 
that relate to important organizational aspects that have meaning for them, such 
as the history of the institution, rituals, or relationships with key individuals. 
The language associated with these metaphors reflects how the organization 
interacts with the external environment. It is difficult to develop a specific 
approach for this strategy, as it depends On the particular context (Chaffee, 
1983). Context tends to be critical across all models. Interpretive strategy stresses 
that reality is incoherent, attitudinal, and cognitively complex; change must be 
organizationwide, not just among top management; and motivation is more crit- 
ical than information from environmental scanning or institutional assessment. 

Key activities or individuals: Cultural theories, like social-cognition models, 
tend to emphasize the collective process of change and the key role of each 
individual. The most popular cultural models focus on leaders ability to shape 
organizational culture and on culture as collective or shared. Some cultural 
theories focus on all organizational participants as unique in their interpreta- 
tion of organizational culture and illustrate the difficulty of creating change 
(Martin, 1992). The key activities to create change include modifying the mis- 
sion and vision, creating new myths and rituals, leaders performing symbolic 
actions, using metaphors, assessing the institutional culture, tapping into 
energy, developing enthusiasm, altering motivations of people through spiri- 
tuality, and communicating values and beliefs. 

Benefits and criticisms : The emphasis on context, complexity, and contra- 
diction is an important contribution of cultural scholars (Collins, 1998). The 
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focus on values and beliefs within cultural models had been mostly overlooked 
by many theories. More recent social-cognition theories have incorporated and 
broadened their view to include the full range of human behavior, following 
the lead of cultural theories. Also, this set of theories reemphasized the tem- 
poral dimension of change (especially the extremely lengthy process related to 
second-order change) which was not emphasized in social-cognition and tele- 
ological models that had gained popularity over evolutionary and dialectical 
models in recent years (Collins, 1998). Revealing the relationship between 
institutional culture and change is also a major contribution. The promise of 
the emphasis on spirituality and unconscious processes has not really been 
investigated or illustrated at this point. 

Models such as Scheins (1985), in which culture is seen simplistically as a 
collective and shared process among all organizational members and one that 
can be manipulated and managed, have come under serious criticism for over- 
simplifying the notion of culture. The assumption of plasticity of people, 
noted as problematic in the section on teleological models, is also voiced about 
theories of “managing culture” or “creating a culture of change” (Collins, 
1998). More complex models of culture have evolved, but have been criticized 
for other reasons. For example, Burnes (1996) notes that a cultural perspec- 
tive is often perceived as problematic because change is conceptualized as being 
so long-term and the layers of culture are so complex. Thus, this perspective 
is sometimes seen as impractical for application. 



Multiple Models 

Some researchers suggest using an amalgam of several models or categories, as 
each sheds light on different aspects of organizational life (Van de Ven and 
Poole, 1995). The advantage to multiple models is that they combine the 
insights of various change theories. Several examples of multiple models are pre- 
sented to illustrate how assumptions from teleological, evolutionary, political, 
cultural, social-cognition, and life-cycle models can be combined to understand 
change. For example, Morgan (1986) suggests that a combination of evolu- 
tionary, dialectical, and cognitive theories best represents change within orga- 
nizations. Rajagopalan and Spreitzer (1996) combined cognitive, evolutionary 
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(rational), and scientific management (learning) theories into a model of strate- 
gic change for businesses, exploiting the theoretical synergy of the models. 
Rajagopalan and Spreitzer argue that the perspectives are not irreconcilable, as 
others have critiqued. They note, for instance, that scientific management the- 
ories correct the weakness of evolutionary theories that exclude managerial 
actions. Each theory is seen as counteracting a weakness within the other. 

One popular example of multiple models is Bolman and Deal’s four frames 
of organizational change (1991). They note that the different organizational 
theories also represent unique ways people approach or act in organizations, 
and that by combining the various theories or lenses, leaders can more accu- 
rately assess situations and move toward solutions (Bolman and Deal, 1991). 
Multidimensional thinking is identified as characterizing the best and most 
successful managers. The four lenses examined are: human resource, struc- 
tural, political, and symbolic. For example, through a symbolic lens, leaders 
can see how change results in a loss of meaning and purpose — people form 
attachments to symbols and have difficulty letting go.Through a political per- 
spective, change generates conflict; managing change effectively requires 
the creation of arenas in which issues can be negotiated. Change also alters 
stable roles and relationships, creating confusion. Attention to structure 
through the realignment of formal patterns and policies helps to facilitate 
change. Last, people can feel incompetent, needy, or powerless as a result of 
change. Psychological support can be provided through training and oppor- 
tunities for involvement (Bolman and Deal, 1991). It is the leader’s role to 
provide all these aspects. 

Senges model of learning organizations (1990) blends evolutionary, social- 
cognition, cultural, and teleological models, even though it is mostly a reflec- 
tion of teleological assumptions. Learning organizations characterize managers 
as using systems, thinking to create change by examining interrelationships 
that shape system behavior, and acting in tune with larger natural and eco- 
nomic processes (notice the similarity to evolutionary assumptions). He also 
notes the importance of examining our mental models in order to foster 
change. Managers are to reflect, clarify, and improve the internal pictures of 
the world and notice how they shape actions (also described by Bolman and 
Deal, 1991; Morgan, 1986). A cultural approach is exemplified by the need to 





create a culture in which all members develop so that they can achieve their 
goals and purposes, ideally aligned with institutional change efforts. Life-cycle 
models are reflected, to some degree, through the emphasis on human devel- 
opment. Last, the model illustrates teleological assumptions about the manager 
as the active force that enacts the core disciplines of a learning organization: 
(1) developing your personal mastery (personal vision, holding creative tension, 
commitment to truth, and the like); (2) identifying and altering mental models; 
(3) creating shared vision; (4) systems thinking; and (3) fostering team learning. 
The emphasis on vision, working in teams, and the leader creating a shared 
vision for the organization reflects the teleological tradition. This may account 
for the popularity of Senge’s model: it responds to the research on change, 
incorporating many of the key principles that we know, but takes a teleologi- 
cal approach and provides organizations with a rational model that managers 
can enact. 

Another well-known model is Pettigrew’s open learning system (1983). 
The scholar describes environmental assessment and strategy as critical, but 
also believes that leaders are central, operational changes need realigning, and 
human resources need to be developed for change to be successfully executed 
(Burnes, 1996; Pettigrew, 1985). As noted in the beginning of this article, evo- 
lutionary and teleological approaches are the most commonly combined 
because the two approaches keep critiquing and correcting each other. 

Others researchers use the various models as a way to examine different 
aspects or levels of the change process. For example, Burnes (1996) notes how 
evolutionary or contingency models can be used for examining change at the 
broadest level, life-cycle models can be used to determine the life stage of 
the organization, cultural models might reveal the intricacies of the organiza- 
tions power and interest groups, and social-cognition theories can be used to 
analyze individual worldviews. This seems to be a powerful perspective that 
few researchers have adopted. , 



Summary 

This article has reviewed the six major categories of change models or theories, 
focusing on their assumptions, examples, key activities and individuals, benefits, 
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and possible weaknesses. The life-cycle, evolutionary, and teleological models 
have all been critiqued for emphasizing. stages (for example, growth or phases 
of strategy) and linearity. The political and social-cognition theories have been 
touted for their sophistication in illustrating complexity and in showing the 
regressive phases of change, ambiguity, struggle, and sometimes irrationality. 
Yet political and social-cognition models generally ignore the environment or 
system and have limited ability to predict change. Cultural models embrace a 
more systematic view and reveal the complications of second order-change, but 
often provide limited practical advice or tools. Each model appears to suffer 
from some interpretive weakness and to have some strengths in furthering our 
understanding. As we move into the application of these models within higher 
education, it is important to focus on both the strengths and weaknesses of 
these models. After reviewing these six models of organizationalchange, I have 
concluded that the strongest approach is to combine certain assumptions from 
various approaches. This monograph will examine the application of these the- 
ories to higher education. However, first it is important to describe the dis- 
tinctive features of higher education, which is the focus of the next article. The 
reason for providing this analysis is to develop an approach to change that is 
sensitive to higher educations distinctive character in order to apply these the- 
ories contextually, as cultural models have suggested is crucial. 
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Understanding the Nature 
of Higher Education 
Organizations: Key to Successful 
Organizational Change 



G ORDON WINSTON asks a compelling question in his article, Creating 
a Context for Change : “Why cant a college be more like a firm?” 
(Winston, 1998, p. 52). He notes the current urgency and need for change, 
and fears that higher educations unique context will cause it to lag behind the 
many changes occurring in corporate America. Winston answers his own ques- 
tion by suggesting that higher education is a unique industry and needs to be 
conscious about this distinctiveness as it engages organizational change. This 
monograph maintains Winston’s assumption that higher education needs to 
develop its own change concepts, methodology, and language rooted in its 
value system and culture. To honor this assumption, I synthesize what we 
know about the unique environment of higher education and examine 
the implications for change in that context. There are two main reasons this is 
necessary for developing a distinctive approach to higher education: (1) over- 
looking these factors may result in mistakes in analysis and strategy, and 
(2) using concepts foreign to the values of the academy will most likely fail to 
engage people who must bring about the change. 

Some commentators worry that if higher education develops its own 
approach to change that is aligned with its values system, legislatures and the 
general public, focused on efficiency and corporate change analogies, will not 
understand or appreciate the academy’s perspective (Green, 1998). Nonethe- 
less, I echo MacDonald’s call for measured change (1997) rather than the 
wholesale change advocated in popular rhetoric by management consultants 
and now among legislatures. Higher education, as a long-standing institution, 
needs to approach change in a cautious way that takes into account its 



Understanding and Facilitating Organizational Change in the 21st Century 59 



74 






structure and values system. This measured approach to change is also 
described within the literature on nonprofit organizations and professional 
bureaucracies such as those of lawyers, accountants, or doctors (Drucker, 1990; 
Handy, 1994, 1995; Wheatley, 1999). Therefore, this situation is not unique 
to higher education; other professions and organizations are developing dis- 
tinctive change models to fit their contexts. 

Some interesting research on change within the nonprofit sector will serve 
to frame this discussion on the unique environment of higher education, but 
the reader is also encouraged to research professional bureaucracies that 
face the same challenge as higher education institutions. Critiques of change 
models from the nonprofit sector note that society’s interest in reliable insti- 
tutions and nonprofits’ missions, with a consistent value system, makes the 
assumptions of many evolutionary change models mostly irrelevant (Salipante 
and Golden-Biddle, 1995). In general, continuity has been identified as a crit- 
ical factor within the change models of nonprofit organizations. Change and 
continuity should be seen hand-in-hand; change can threaten an organiza- 
tion’s core mission, expertise, and basic character and identity. Responding to 
external environments has threatened the livelihood of some nonprofits. 
Furthermore, reacting to the calls for change by one generation of society can 
create chaos for organizations. The mission of the nonprofit institution may 
not be served by changing to meet ephemeral societal change. 

Other problematic assumptions within evolutionary, scientific manage- 
ment (teleological), and life-cycle models are pointed out in these studies. 
External environments are shown to be socially constructed and lacking a logic 
of their own. Organizational members are not rational, flexible, and sub- 
servient (Salipante and Golden-Biddle, 1995). Nonprofits were unsuccessful 
when leaders scrutinized environmental challenges and made adjustments to 
staff and structure. Additionally, newer biological theories suggest that many 
living systems are closed, not open, as previously understood (Morgan, 1986, 
p. 236). Instead, systems are more self-contained and change is less reflective 
of external forces than was previously conceptualized. Studies of nonprofit 
institutions have shown that maintaining a stable pattern of relationships is 
important for survival and tends to lead to growth and renewal. They also 
determined that unlike businesses, nonprofit institutions are less likely to pass 




through stages of maturation; instead they are stable institutions exhibiting 
limited or no development or stages (Salipante and Golden-Biddle, 1995). 
Cultural and social-cognition models were found to be most insightful for 
explaining the change process in nonprofit organizations. These unique insti- 
tutional characteristics, such as long-standing social mission, also characterize 
higher education institutions. A similar pattern is likely to be found as these 
theories are applied to higher education institutions. 

This article is organized based on the distinctive features of higher educa- 
tion institutions identified in the research: (1) interdependent organization, 
(2) relatively independent of environment, (3) unique culture of the academy, 
(4) institutional status, (5) values-driven, (6) multiple power and authority 
structures, (7) loosely coupled system, (8) organized anarchical decision- 
making, (9) professional and administrative values, (10) shared governance, 
(11) employee commitment and tenure, (12) goal ambiguity, and (13) image 
and success. Although not an exhaustive list, this represents some of the key 
features of higher education institutions that influence organizational change. 
For an even more detailed description of these various features, see Bergquist, 
1992; Birnbaum, 1991a; Clark, 1983a; Sporn, 1999. There will be some over- 
lap in the discussion — for example, loosely coupled systems result in organized 
anarchical decision-making, and the professional and administrative values 
distinction reflects the unique power and authority structures. The occasional 
overlap will help to further illustrate that these characteristics define the very 
nature of these institutions and are deeply embedded within the structure and 
culture. The reader also needs to be aware that these distinctive characteristics 
vary by institutional type. The different ways that characteristics such as goal 
ambiguity or image emerge within community colleges or research universi- 
ties will be noted within each section. 

This article also describes several current trends that are affecting the dis- 
tinctive features of higher education institutions, such as the massive retire- 
ment of faculty (close to 40 percent) in the next decade; growth of part-time 
and contract faculty; new accountability structures such as performance fund- 
ing; growing emphasis on collaboration, increased pressures from the external 
environment; diversification of faculty, staff; and students; and disintegration 
of shared governance (Kezar, 2000a). In addition to noting some current 



Understanding and Facilitating Organizational Change in the 21st Century 6 1 

76 




trends related to these distinctive characteristics, I will also make some obser- 
vations about the ways that these characteristics may influence the change 
process in higher education. These observations are not based on research, 
but are arguments derived from critical analysis of the literature. Last, it should 
be noted that this article does not reflect the characteristics of for-profit higher 
education institutions that tend to operate more similarly to business organi- 
zations. 



Interdependent Organizations 

Some higher education scholars have noted that universities do not operate 
independently of disciplinary societies, the federal government, and other sig- 
nificant forces. Alpert, for example, suggests that higher education institutions 
need to realize that they are not fully autonomous and cannot set a course 
of action independent of other institutions (1991). He provides the example of 
“a research university in which 10,000 departments exist that are arrayed 
in about 100 disciplinary communities on about 100 major research campuses 
and tied together in an interdependent national system” (Alpert, 1991, p. 87). 
Disciplinary societies and communities extend across institutional boundaries 
and have, since their origin, shaped changes on individual college campuses. 
Alpert did not describe accreditation agencies that also have disciplinary 
connections, associations such as the American Council on Education or 
American Association for Higher Education, unions, and private foundations. 
These represent other parts of this interdependent system, which Bob Berdhal 
(1991) has called the ecology of higher education. 

Accreditation evolved in order to change higher education institutions, to 
make them more standardized and of higher quality (Berdhal, 1991; Cohen, 
1998; Costello, 1994). In addition, one of the primary roles of accreditation 
has been improvement of higher education. Although accountability and stan- 
dards have been the overriding goals, especially within the past few decades, 
these regional organizations have emphasized faculty roles, diversity, out- 
comes assessment, and other changes they feel are necessary (Kezar and 
El-Khawas, forthcoming). After the turn of the last century, higher education 
associations developed with the purpose of providing a national perspective 




on trends and to lead change (Green, 2000). Foundations have long supported 
change agendas through grants and funding research to improve higher edu- 
cation. These unique parts of the higher education system are often overlooked 
as forces or sources of institutional change or as part of the process. 

Conceptualizations such as Alpert s, which illustrate the vast complexity 
of higher education institutions, have led people to be concerned about 
whether change can be enacted in ways described within the teleological mod- 
els, where managers have control and ability to guide the direction of organi- 
zations. Current trends make this web of interdependent relationships only 
more complex with the growth of unionization and recent revival of accredi- 
tation. The accreditation process has been altered, placing more importance 
on improvement than on compliance (Kezar and El-Khawas, forthcoming). 
While higher education institutions may be interdependent and rely heavily 
on outside organizations, they are relatively independent of the environment. 

The interdependent nature of higher education 
will most likely result in institutions receiving multiple The 
and perhaps mixed messages related to change. interdependent 
Change will more likely occur in areas where several nature of higher 
forces overlap. For example, community-service learn- education will 
ing has become widespread in the last decade because most likely result 
disciplinary societies, the federal government (through j n institutions 

Americorp), presidential associations such as Campus receiving multiple 

Compact, foundations such as Kellogg, and profes- and perhaps mixed 

sional associations such as the American Association messages related 

for Higher Education were all recommending and to change, 
reinforcing this initiative. 

Relatively Independent of Environment 

In terms of environmental vulnerability, higher education institutions have 
been noted as being in the middle of the continuum (Alpert, 1991; Berdhal, 
1991; Birnbaum, 1991a). Businesses are more independent, with few regula- 
tions and a great degree of autonomy (excepting market forces). Public school 
districts would be farther over on the continuum, representing a captured 
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organization with heavy regulation and subject to local, state, and federal 
forces to which it is extremely vulnerable. Colleges and universities vary to the 
degree to which they are insulated from market, social, economic, or political 
forces (Berdhal, 1991). Higher education has a history of a great degree of 
autonomy because no national ministry of higher education evolved and states 
have a tradition of allowing higher education its independence, with minimal 
local expectations (Cohen, 1998). This fluctuates over time, and there have 
been periods during which higher education responded to social and political 
needs — for example, during the world wars. In terms of change, this relative 
independence might suggest that environmental aspects will be less significant 
in the change process. However, different institutional types experience greater 
and lesser degrees of environmental independence. Private institutions, for 
example, experience greater vulnerability to market forces, whereas public insti- 
tutions tend be affected by state legislatures. Thus, campuses experience dif- 
ferent environmental forces to varying degrees, with private institutions 
considered to be more vulnerable. 

Currently, there is great pressure for higher education to meet external 
demands and needs for transforming the public schools, solving social problems, 
and assisting local and state economic development, among other forces (Kezar, 
2000a). Berdhal (1991) notes that since World War II, pieces of autonomy have 
been lost here and there on the road toward a system of mass access to higher 
education. But historical influences have created structures and cultures that are 
relatively autonomous. For many higher education professionals, external pres- 
sures may seem overwhelming relative to those of earlier time periods, yet higher 
education experiences much less scrutiny and more freedom than many enter- 
prises. It is important to watch trends toward more environmental vulnerabil- 
ity, especially as market forces drive a move to a for-profit model of business, 
and to anticipate how they might affect the need for or approach to change. 

As external pressures grow and funding is constrained, higher education 
institutions will be more likely to respond to external changes than they would 
have been in previous times, especially if there are monetary incentives related 
to the initiative. Thus, evolutionary models may be increasing in importance 
even if they have not been seen as critical to the change process in the past. 
However, external forces, as noted in the section on the interdependent nature 
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of organizations, can often diffuse themselves by lacking synergy with other 
organizations or by canceling each other out. For example, market forces and 
traditional academic values appear to be operating to balance each other. 



Unique Organizational Cultures of the Academy 

The enterprise of higher education has been characterized as being different 
from other organizations in the emergence of distinctive cultures that charac- 
terize the enterprise. Article two described Bolman and Deal’s four organiza- 
tional cultures or frames: human resources, structural, symbolic, and political, 
which were found in business organizations (1991). Robert Birnbaum (1991a) 
and William Bergquist (1992) examined the cultures that exist within higher 
education institutions to see if they are distinct from those in businesses. 
Birnbaum found that higher education cultures were characterized as being a 
collegium, political system, form of organized anarchy, or bureaucracy (1991a). 
The collegium and organized anarchy were distinct from the cultures found by 
Bolman and Deal, emphasizing higher education’s more consensus-based envi- 
ronment and less rational, organized, or clear structure. It should be noted 
that the collegium does overlap with Bolman and Deal’s human resource frame 
in the importance of people within organizations, and the organized anarchy 
does share some characteristics with the symbolic frame in terms of ambiguity 
and importance of individual meaning development. However, Birnbaum 
(1991a) illustrates that these cultures emerge uniquely in higher education. 

Bergquist identified four cultures: collegial, managerial, developmental, 
and negotiating. Organized anarchy was not represented as widespread in the 
institutions studied, and the developmental culture emerged. The collegial cul- 
ture finds meaning primarily through the disciplines represented by the fac- 
ulty; a quasipolitical governance processes; research and teaching; and the 
generation, interpretation, and dissemination of knowledge. Similar to 
Birnbaum’s bureaucratic culture, the managerial culture finds meaning pri- 
marily in the organizational implementation and evaluation of work directed 
toward specific goals and purposes. The developmental culture finds meaning 
through the creation of programs and activities furthering the personal and 
professional growth of all members of the collegiate environment (essentially, 
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Bolman and Deal’s human resources lens). Last, the negotiating culture 
(mostly identical to Birnbaum’s political culture) finds meaning primarily in 
the establishment of equitable and egalitarian policies and procedures for the 
distribution of resources and benefits in the institution (Bergquist, 1992). 

In studies that have applied these models, the collegium was found to be 
the most prevalent model (Smart and St. John, 1996). In addition, the polit- 
ical lens is more prevalent than in other sectors such as business or nonprofit, 
again marking a distinction in this enterprises structure and culture. The polit- 
ical nature of higher education can be seen within the many subgroups that 
work autonomously, yet depend on one another for power and influence. 
Another noteworthy aspect of the unique cultures is that each institutional 
type reflects different combinations of cultures (Birnbaum, 1991a). Commu- 
nity colleges tend to be more bureaucratic, while liberal arts colleges tend to 
be more collegial (Bergquist, 1992). 

Although there is some disagreement over the exact character or nature of the 
academic culture, it is clearly political yet consensus-oriented. Faculty professional 
values (collegium) and administrative values (bureaucratic) are both present, there 
is a fair degree of clashing of different value sets (political), and ambiguity and 
unclear structures exist (anarchical). In terms of change, the collegial orientation 
of higher education would suggest that a shared and inclusive process will likely 
be successful. In addition, political approaches are likely to be prevalent. 

Several commentators have suggested that higher education institutions 
are becoming more entrepreneurial and market-driven as a result of techno- 
logical advances, distance education, and cost constraints. Although there has 
not been clear empirical evidence to support this trend, it might have an 
impact on the culture over time (Kezar, 2000a). In addition, the growing con- 
cern about accountability among legislatures and the public might affect the 
varying culture of institutions. 



Institutional Status 

Higher education is a distinctive form of organization called an institution. 
Some of the defining characteristic of institutions are that they serve long- 
standing missions; are closely tied to ongoing societal needs; have set norms 




66 




and socialization processes based on the mission and needs of society; and have 
norms that are tied closely to individuals identities (Czarniawska and Sevon, 
1996). Because these organizations have long-standing missions, they are less 
likely to change — and if change occurs, it is likely to happen as a result of 
extensive debate among stakeholders, as these organizations serve so many dif- 
ferent societal needs. Examples of other types of organizations that are insti- 
tutions include hospitals, law firms, political parties, and schools. The reason 
the nonprofit sector was described at the beginning of this article is that some 
scholars believe this sector has “institutional status” and should be treated dif- 
ferently from business and industry, which are more directly affected by mar- 
ket demands. The institutional status of higher education would suggest that 
change is more likely to follow the principles outlined in social-cognition mod- 
els, such as the need for long-term, sustained change initiatives that work to 
alter individuals’ mental models. Organizational habits, structures, and norms 
will most likely need to be reexamined. 

Recent forces appear to be shaking the foundation of higher educations insti- 
tutional status. Like health care, legislatures and the public are examining the 
question of whether higher education should remain the traditional institution 
that it has been. Some legislatures would like higher education to operate within 
the for-profit model and to abandon long-standing missions and traditions. 



Values-Driven: Complex and Contrasting 

Several commentators on the higher education system have noted that it is 
strongly values-driven (Birnbaum, 1991; Clark, 1983). Although all organiza- 
tions have belief systems that guide them, colleges and universities are noted for 
the complex and contrasting beliefs system that guide and shape their culture 
and structures (Clark, 1983a, 1983b). Some values and beliefs tend to be shared 
across the enterprise, such as the importance of research, integrity in research, 
freedom to teach what is considered appropriate, the significance of shared gov- 
ernance and academic freedom, the belief in access to higher education, the 
value in specialization (this value is being dismantled since Clark documented 
it), and so forth, but generally there are distinctive values. For example, each 
disciplinary culture has distinctive beliefs and is socialized to its particular pro- 
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fession: mathematicians stress logic and consistency of numbers, while art his- 
torians stress perspective and interpretation. Faculty and administrators hold 
vastly different values sets (described in detail in a separate section. Students 
bring sets of beliefs and values with them to the college that often differ from 
those held by faculty and administrators. Clark notes that “on the basis of dis- 
ciplinary subculture alone, those in academia will go on having an ever harder 
time understanding and identifying with one another” (1983a, p. 102). For the 
most part, particular roles or positions within the institution shape beliefs. The 
emphasis on values suggests that cultural models of change will be key to under- 
standing and facilitating change within higher education. 

This trend toward fewer shared values will become increasingly complex as 
individuals from diverse backgrounds enter the professoriate and join the ranks 
of administration and faculty. Many studies have illustrated that women, 
minorities, and other historically marginalized groups who have different back- 
grounds bring different values to their work (Astin and Leland, 1991; Calas and 
Smirich, 1992; Kezar, 2000a). This great differentiation in values within the 
institution suggests that change will be slow and difficult, and perhaps a polit- 
ical process in which different values systems represent different interest groups. 



Multiple Power and Authority Structures 

Birnbaum (1991a) noted that normative organizations such as colleges and 
universities rely on referent and expert power rather than coercive (prisons), 
reward, or legitimate power (businesses). Although power has been defined in 
multiple ways, in general, it is viewed as the ability of a group or person to 
influence or exercise control over others (Birnbaum, 1991a). Referent power 
results from the willingness to be influenced by another because of ones iden- 
tification with them, while expert power is reflected when one person allows 
themselves to be influenced because the other person apparently has some spe- 
cial knowledge. In particular, faculty are likely to be influenced by referent 
power through other members of their community whom they trust, col- 
leagues who share values with them, or appeals to principles such as ethics, 
rather than salary increases or administrative sanctions (Birnbaum, 1991a). In 
addition, autonomous faculty are unlikely to be influenced by other means of 
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administrative influence and power, such as control or strategy. In general, 
power within these institutions is partially masked or secret, because in a col- 
legial setting, it is socially unacceptable to exert power (Birnbaum, 1991a). It 
may take months, even years, for a new employee to determine who possesses 
power on campus. This would not be true among bureaucratic organizations, 
in which power and authority are more clearly established. 

It is not just that academic institutions have unique power structures; they 
also have competing authority structures. Authority is the right of a person or 
office in an organization to demand action of others and expect those demands 
to be met (Birnbaum, 1991a, 1991b). Burton Clark identified four kinds of 
competing authority systems: academic authority, enterprise-based authority, 
system-based authority, and charisma (Clark, 1991a). Academic authority is 
maintained by the faculty and is vested in various subgroups such as discipli- 
nary societies, associations, and collective bargaining units, all with varying 
power. As already noted, academic authority tends to be based in expert power. 
In contrast, enterprise-based authority, which includes trustees or other insti- 
tutional authorities, is the legal right to act on behalf of the institution. It is 
essentially a position-based authority. Enterprise power also encompasses 
bureaucratic authority based on hierarchical power (reward or legitimate). 
System-based authority comprises governmental authority, political authority, 
and academic oligarchy, for example, statewide governing boards. System- 
based authority tends to operate on reward and legitimate power as well. Last, 
charisma, which refers to the willingness of a group to follow a person because 
of her or his unusual personal characteristics, is often associated with a par- 
ticular president, trustee, or faculty member. 

This complicates the issue of power even further. There are not only dis- 
tinctive power processes used among faculty and administrators, but there are 
multiple levels of power and authority among trustees, the state, and the occa- 
sional charismatic individual. Clark (1991a) even notes another authority that 
is imposed on the system — the market. Bess gives the following example of the 
market force: “while faculty may wish to maintain a strong curriculum in, 
say, aeronautical engineering, if there are too few students willing to major 
in that subject, the voice of the market will win out over the voice of the fac- 
ulty” (Bess, 1999, p. 9). However, he also notes that the influences of market 
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forces are themselves ambiguous. Creating change among competing 
power and authority structures is likely to mean involving a great number of 
people and political processes, and to happen slowly. 



Loosely Coupled Structure 

Weick (1991) reminds us that in addition to being interdependent, higher 
education institutions are loosely coupled. Loose coupling is a cognitive 
response to an environment of constant change. Within loosely coupled sys- 
tems, connections, networks, diffusion, imitation, and social comparison are 
less plentiful or prevalent (Morgan, 1986). Tightly coupled organizations 
are centralized, nondifferentiated, and highly coordinated, with strict division 
of labor. Loosely coupled systems are uncoordinated and have greater differ- 
entiation among components, high degrees of specialization among workers, 
and low predictability of future action, including change. Change is flexible, 
improvisational, and focused on self-design (Weick, 1991). Planned, inten- 
tional change as described within teleological models or deterministic and ratio- 
nal evolutionary models are less likely to be successful within this environment. 

Weick also notes that major change is less necessary because 
continuous change is more likely. However, diffusion within the system is dis- 
parate; many changes will not be fully integrated across the system. Large-scale 
change will be difficult to achieve. Due to the level of independence within the 
system, change is likely to occur in pockets, continuously; independence encour- 
ages opportunistic adaptation to local circumstances (Hearn, 1996). Weick 
(1991) summarizes change in loosely coupled systems as being continuous 
rather than episodic, small-scale rather than large, improvisational rather than 
planned, accommodative rather than constrained, and local rather than cos- 
mopolitan; it continuously updates itself. Adaptability refers to changes that 
meet individual needs, while adaptation refers to changes in response to meet- 
ing external needs. Adaptability is characteristic of loose coupling. Although 
most campuses are loosely coupled, some smaller colleges are able to obtain more 
synergy between efforts and balance centralized and decentralized activities. 
Also, community colleges have some centralized controls in place, developing 
a less loosely coupled system. 
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During the past two decades, activist trustees, state legislators, and 
presidents have made attempts to control higher education institutions 
(Kezar, 2000a). Benchmarking and assessment processes have been put in 
place. An evaluation of ten years of performance indicators illustrate that they 
have had modest results. In terms of helping to foster improvement and cre- 
ate change, these indicators have mostly been unsuccessful, inhibiting rather 
than improving performance (Banta and others, 1996). Efforts to create a less 
loosely coupled system or to control, centralize, and coordinate have not 
altered the overall system, which remains loosely coupled. Some state policy- 
makers and national associations are also currently attempting to develop 
macro-level or transformational changes, but the loosely coupled nature of 
higher education may hinder these efforts. 



Organized Anarchical Decision Making 

Within an interdependent system that is loosely coupled and contains multi- 
ple power and authority structures, strict lines of decision making are 
uncommon. Therefore, many commentators have suggested that higher edu- 
cation is an organized anarchy. Organized anarchies have inherently ambigu- 
ous goals, unclear technology, and fluid participation, and are uncertain, 
unpredictable, and nonlinear (Birnbaum, 1991a). Early studies of colleges and 
universities as bureaucratic systems found that the typical aspects of bureau- 
cratic decision making were missing, such as clear goals, chain of command, 
hierarchy, and predictable processes. Instead, an organized anarchy is charac- 
terized by ambiguity (Clark, 1983a). There is ambiguity about who holds 
authority in higher education institutions; even 
though trustees hold the formal authority, over the 
years, faculty and administrators have developed 
authority for the organization. Power is ambiguous 
because, in a collegial system, it is unacceptable to vis- 
ibly display power. Although some sources of power 
are clear in the administrative area, this is less true for 
other parts of the system. Committees, task forces, 
and other collective groups are involved with much 
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of the institutional policy- and decision making. This anarchical process makes 
rapid or large-scale change difficult. Understanding change within this type 
of decision-making process may require social-cognition and cultural models 
of change that explicate multiple perspectives and shed light on ambiguity. 
Smaller colleges are less likely than large institutions to have an anarchical 
decision structure and have been found to be characterized by collegial deci- 
sion making. In addition, community colleges often exhibit bureaucratic 
decision-making processes due to the collective bargaining process that more 
clearly defines faculty involvement in decision making. 

As noted earlier, although some activist trustees, state legislatures, and pres- 
idents are attempting to gain greater control over institutional policy, there is 
little evidence that these efforts have resulted in creating any less ambiguity in 
organizational decision making. 



Professional and Administrative Values 

A unique characteristic of higher education institutions is that the two main 
employment groups tend to have differing values systems (Birnbaum, 1991a; 
Sporn, 1999). Administrative power is based on hierarchy; it values bureau- 
cratic norms and structure, power and influence, rationality, and control and 
coordination of activities. In contrast, professional authority is based on knowl- 
edge and the values system emphasizes collegiality, dialogue, shared power, 
autonomy, and peer review. Faculty also have divided loyalty between disci- 
plinary societies, professional fields, and other external groups in which 
they participate (Sporn, 1999). In terms of change, an alteration that appears 
positive for an individual campus will be viewed through the lens of the faculty 
member’s divided loyalty — for example, in terms of whether the change is 
important within their disciplinary society or to institutions across the country 
(Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 1977). 

Professionals are given a high degree of authority and autonomy, with 
the understanding that they are accountable to each other (Birnbaum, 1991b). 
In order to ensure this accountability, there is long-term socialization into 
the profession through graduate school, professional standards, and tenure 
and promotion processes in which the person has seven years in order to become 
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further embedded in the high standards. Accountability for creating change is 
part of these standards. Currently, faculty and administrative values are increas- 
ingly divergent. Several studies have illustrated more bureaucratization and cor- 
poratization among administrative staff (Gumport, 

1993; Rhoades, 1995). Administrative staff are com- 
ing more often from the business or legal professions 
than from the ranks of faculty and are suggesting strate- 
gies from the corporate sector, such as privatization and 
outsourcing. Change may be occurring in an environ- 
ment of growing conflict between administrators and 
faculty. These values may be illuminated through polit- 
ical and cultural models of change. 
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Shared Governance System 

Higher education institutions are loosely coupled systems, with decentralized 
decision-making through shared governance processes. Trustees or boards of 
regents have ultimate governance authority over certain areas of the institu- 
tion, such as finances, but the major functions and decisions of the institution 
are shared between the faculty and administrators (Birnbaum, 1991b). Many 
researchers have described higher education as a collegial institution in which 
consensus is critical to organizational decision-making and success (Bergquist, 
1992). Members interact as equals, minimizing status differences and allow- 
ing for greater collective voice and involvement. As noted earlier, power also 
tends to be informal, through networks of influence. Broad buy-in is neces- 
sary; veto power occurs by a small group if they perceive that all voices have 
not been heard (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 1977). In environments 
where multiple constituents have power, political models of change are usu- 
ally helpful for understanding and facilitating change. Shared governance is 
an area that varies by institutional type, as community colleges with collective 
bargaining systems tend to have less involvement in institutional governance. 

Perhaps no other feature has been more demonized in the last decade 
for slowing down change than shared governance, as a result of the inherently 
slow pace of consenus-building and collective decision-making (Collins, 1996; 
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Johnstone, Dye, and Johnson, 1998). Yet this feature characterizes the very 
nature of the institution and the professional orientation of faculty. Some higher 
education institutions are trying to move away from their traditional depen- 
dence on shared governance, citing the need for rapid change (Johnstone, Dye, 
and Johnson, 1998). It appears that decisions are occurring more quickly, 
yet these institutions have not been examined to see if institutionalization of 
change has been accomplished. Therefore, there is no evidence that change is 
facilitated by abandoning traditional shared governance processes. 



Employee Commitment and Tenure 

An obvious but often overlooked feature of higher education organizations is 
that employee turnover is minimal. Faculty tend to stay in their job for their 
entire careers because of the tenure system. There are few other organizations 
with this type of employee stability. In addition, even part-time faculty and 
contract faculty, noted as a rising percentage of the faculty, also tend to stay 
at institutions for a long period of time (Finklestein, Seal, and Schuster, 1999). 
Administrative staff has more turnover, but compared to administrative staff 
in some other sectors, their tenure is lengthy (Donofrio, 1990). Presidents are 
likely to have the least time commitment within institutions — approximately 
seven years (Cohen and March, 1991b). Cohen and March noted the short 
presidential tenure as one of the reasons that change implemented from the 
top is less likely to occur, because other employees are willing to stay beyond 
the plans of any one president or administrator. The long-term commitment 
of employees and the tenure system have been attacked as reasons that higher 
education is less likely to change quickly than other institutions. However, 
institutional commitment is also identified as a critical aspect of organizations 
that want to create change (within both total quality management and learn- 
ing organizations).. It is unclear whether this characteristic enhances or inhibits 
the change process. 

Several reports predict massive retirement of faculty in the first decade of 
this millennium. National and state statistics predict that most institutions will 
turn over approximately 40 percent of their faculty between 2001 and 2010 
(Kezar, 2000a). This is a result of the large number of faculty hired as higher 



74 



89 





education expanded after World War II and during the 1960s in response to 
the GI Bill and Civil Right’s and Womens Movements. This particular decade 
presents a unique opportunity for creating change on college campuses. 

Goal Ambiguity 

In describing the anarchical structure, goal ambiguity was noted as a defining 
characteristic of higher education institutions (Hearn, 1996). Bowen wrote a 
300-page book cataloging the major goals of higher education, from critiquing 
society to enhancing economic development to promoting individual happi- 
ness, all complex and multifaceted ([1977] 1997). Bess (1999) identified a 
shorter set of major goals, but notes their complexity and the difficulty in mea- 
suring them. He describes three manifest fundamental social functions: trans- 
forming people in terms of cognitive and affective learning, producting 
knowledge, and public service. Furthermore, different groups embrace vari- 
ous goals in different time periods; thus, learning may currently be the primary 
goal, but ten years from now production of knowledge may be more impor- 
tant. Cohen and March (1991b) note that there are also inconsistencies 
between stated goals and actions. Because of the inconsistency between goals 
and actions, the constantly changing nature of goals, and the need for goals to 
be placed within specific disciplinary contexts, some argue that these ambigu- 
ous goals require professional human resources — highly trained individuals 
with enough autonomy to respond within this complex environment (Bess, 
1999). Change efforts often assume that a clear vision can be established and 
tied to institutional goals. Yet, since these goals are so unclear themselves, the 
typical planning process associated with some theories of change might be 
problematic. Ambiguity of goals could both enhance and inhibit change. Not 
being clearly tied to a specific or single purpose can make individuals within 
organizations more open to change. 

Currently, some institutions are engaging in efforts to clarify and simplify 
the goals and outcomes of higher education. This effort is partly the result of 
state legislators’ demands for a better understanding of the primary goals 
of higher education. However, attempts to clearly quantify goals have been 
marginally successful (Banta and others, 1996). 
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Image and Success 

There are few bottom-line measures analogous to profit or return on investment 
for assessing an institution’s standing or establishing its competitive advantage 
(Astin, 1993; Gioia and Thomas, 1996). Under these conditions, the manage- 
ment of image becomes particularly important. Image is generally defined as 
how members believe others view their organization — and ultimately, how oth- 
ers view individuals within the organization. Image is often tied to identity; to 
change an image may require a change in identity. The more that people inter- 
act and participate in decision-making, the greater their identification with and 
connection to the organization’s image (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). Within a 
shared governance environment, organizational change may be closely connected 
with identity modification. Given that identity is central, distinctive, and endur- 
ing, change may be a more deeply embedded process, entailing a solid commit- 
ment from employees (Cameron and Whetten, 1983). The identity emphasis 
of change within higher education suggests that life-cycle models (particularly 
those with a developmental focus) may be an explanatory lens, whereas the 
emphasis on image and perception might make social-cognition models partic- 
ularly important to understanding change in higher education. 

Some scholars argue that the emphasis on resources and prestige (essentially 
image) to measure success is problematic; they advocate that student develop- 
ment be used instead (Astin, 1993). Currently, several projects are trying to 
alter the ways higher education measures success, such as the new Carnegie 
Classification System and Zemskys Project on Student Engagement. These 
projects attempt to move away from image and toward learning outcomes as 
the measure of success, determining some bottom-line aspects that can be used 
to define effectiveness. It will be interesting to see if efforts to create clear out- 
come measures will be successful and supplant the current emphasis on image. 



Summary 

These unique characteristics of higher education institutions vary by institu- 
tional type. The anarchical structure is more prevalent in research universities, 
shared governance is more prominent in liberal arts institutions, and the power 
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of collective bargaining is key within community colleges (Birnbaum, 1991a). 
This article cried to illustrate that there is an overall pattern of unique features 
that characterize the academic enterprise and its institutions, along with their 
distinctive mission (Hearn, 1996). 

In light of these distinctive organizational features, 
higher education institutions would seem to be best 
interpreted through cultural, social-cognition, and 
political models. The need for cultural models seems 
clear from the embeddedness of members who create 
and reproduce the history and values, stable nature of 
employment, strong organizational identification of 
members, emphasis on values, and the various cultures 
of the academy. The emphasis on image and identifi- 
cation seem to indicate that social cognition will be 
important to understand. Furthermore, the loosely 
coupled nature, anarchical decision-making, and 
ambiguous goals make meaning unclear and suggest that social-cognition 
models’ emphasis on multiple interpretations may be important to consider 
when examining change. The shared governance system; organized anarchy; 
conflicting administrative and professional values; and ambiguous, compet- 
ing goals also highlight the interpretive power of political models. Evolution- 
ary models will be important for understanding the impact of environmental 
factors such as accreditation, foundations, and legislatures in an interdepen- 
dent system, especially since these factors tend to be growing in magnitude 
and influence. However, even though it is an open system, it may have more 
internal consistency and logic that can be damaged by the intrusion of exter- 
nal environmental forces. Article five reviews research that has applied the six 
models within higher education to more comprehensively demonstrate the 
models’ explanatory power. 
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Higher Education Models 
of Change: Examination Through 
the Typology of Six Models 



I N THIS ARTICLE, research illustrating the application of the six models of 
change to higher education institutions will be presented. This research 
review is intended to identify the explanatory power of these models for higher 
education institutions. There has never been a thorough review of these mod- 
els summarizing their findings or comparing their abilities to explain the 
change process. This synthesis will be used to inform and develop the research- 
based principles on change outlined in article six. 

As outlined in article three, there are distinctions among models of change. 
Some document how it is actually occurring (models evolving from experi- 
ence), whereas others describe effective approaches or advocate an approach 
(idealized models). It is important to be aware of this primary distinction in 
reviewing change theories. Understanding which models best explain the way 
change is occurring documents current practices. Yet idealized models, even 
if they have not been effective, may offer solutions to problems or hurdles in 
the creation of change. The studies presented in this article reflect both types 
of models — in practice and idealized. 

As in the general change literature, teleological and evolutionary models 
are most prominent within the higher education literature. Political models are 
much more prevalent in higher education than in the general literature, but 
life-cycle and cultural models appear to be underused. There is a growing 
body of research in higher education examining change through a social- 
cognition perspective. So far, the cumulative evidence suggests that change can 
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best be explained through political, social-cognition, and cultural models. Evo- 
lutionary models highlight some key characteristics of change, including home- 
ostasis, interactivity of strategies, and accretion. Life-cycle models have, for the 
most part, not been applied to higher education institutions, but show promise 
for helping to develop explanations of how organizational change occurs. 

There is mixed evidence about the explanatory power of teleological mod- 
els, but to date they appear to have limited support from the research in terms 
of how change actually occurs in higher education and of efficacy for facilitat- 
ing change. Some strategies have proven successful for creating change, such as 
incentives or vision. Much of the teleological literature advocates a less political 
or symbolic approach, describing these approaches as dysfunctional character- 
istics of higher education institutions. Although political models might explain 
the way change occurs in higher education, scholars within the teleological tra- 
dition argue that political models might not be helpful in facilitating positive 
change. Teleological theories are often idealized models. The promise within 
the teleological tradition is that it provides techniques for creating change — 
which might otherwise not happen — through adaptation, interest-group con- 
flict, or personal development. A general discussion of the application of each 
category of models is followed by themes that have emerged in the research. 
Gaps in the research will be elaborated on in article seven. 



Evolutionary 

Evolutionary models have been applied to higher education institutions with 
mixed interpretive power. Sporn (1999) provides a comprehensive synthesis 
of evolutionary models applied to higher education institutions in her book, 
Adaptive University Structures. These models have gained popularity as 
researchers argue that colleges and universities are vulnerable to the external 
environment, which is perceived as playing a more direct role in higher edu- 
cation affairs. The proof for these claims lies in recent accountability and 
assessment movements, performance funding, declining state revenues, public 
concern that universities are not fulfilling their teaching obligation, and activist 
trustees (Chait, 1996; Gumport and Pusser, 1999; Sporn, 1999). At this point, 
there is limited empirical proof as to whether these forces are actually creat- 
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ing change. Instead, there is evidence that resource constraint in the 1970s 
and late 1980s led to strategies for avoiding change (rather than creating 
change), such as rapid tuition increases, limitation on student enrollments, 
ad hoc planning, and budget discipline (Gumport and Pusser, 1999). 

The literature on evolutionary models applied to higher education provides 
useful insights on the following aspects of the change process: (1) change tends 
to occur through differentiation and accretion (Clark, 1983a; Gumport, 2000); 
(2) the importance of the concept of loosely coupled systems for understand- 
ing change (Clark, 1983a; Rubin, 1979; Sporn, 1999); (3) the need for home- 
ostasis and stability; (4) the limitations of traditional strategic planning (Chaffee, 
1983; Keller, 1983; Mintzberg, 1994); (3) the need to negotiate competing 
forces; (6) the differential impact of environmental conditions on varying insti- 
tutional types or administrative/ academic units (Cameron, 1991; Rhoades and 
Slaughter, 1997); (7) rapid change is usually the result of resource dependency 
(St. John, 1991); (8) moderating internal forces to the external environment; 
and (9) responsive or entrepreneurial universities (Clark, 1998; Peterson, 1993). 
Overall, these studies appear to illustrate a complex interplay between internal 
and external forces (Smith, 1993). They demonstrate that the higher education 
environment differs from other organizations that are highly vulnerable to the 
external environment, and in which rapid change is common and centraliza- 
tion and high coordination are typical. Instead, homeostasis, internal moderat- 
ing forces, ongoing change within a loosely coupled system, and resiliency rather 
than rapid, large-scale transformation are all themes reinforcing a system of 
midlevel environmental vulnerability (Clark, 1983a, 1993b; Smith, 1993). 

Differentiation and accretion: Clark illustrates, in his review of higher 
education change, that institutions have responded to society and the envi- 
ronment by taking on additional responsibilities and functions, thereby cre- 
ating new structures (1983a). This process of accretion results in continual 
addition onto an existing structure that usually remains unchanged, creating 
greater structural complexity and differentiation (Gumport, 1993). As the 
structure differentiates, the organization is fragmented; new pieces are not 
brought into any coherent, whole institution; and coordination is usually lack- 
ing. One study, for example, of the University of California system over a 
twenty- five-year period demonstrated the process of accretion, by which 



Understanding and Facilitating Organizational Change in the 21st Century 8 1 

: 95 





hundreds of programs, activities, and offices have been added (Gumport and 
Pusser, 1999). 

Loose coupling: The relationship of loose coupling and change was also 
probably best described by Burton Clark (1983a). Through a historical analy- 
sis of change in higher education over the last few hundred years and an exam- 
ination of institutions worldwide, Clark (1976, 1983a) demonstrates that U.S. 
institutions have undergone tremendous change, all within loosely coupled 
structures that often appear disorderly, yet in the end create order. He notes how 
the disorder of the process leads many to not identify changes that occur within 
U.S. colleges and universities. The loose coupling has allowed for ongoing adap- 
tive change; for example, adding and subtracting fields of knowledge over time. 

Homeostasis: Evolutionary studies also illustrate the importance of home- 
ostasis and the ways in which organizations naturally make adjustments to 
adapt to their environment (Cameron, 1991; Clark, 1983a; Sporn, 1999). 
Homeostasis was also a theme noted as critical to nonprofit organizations, 
which tend to represent long-standing social values. External determinism 
and radical change, advocated in some teleological traditions and even 
cultural approaches, are not identified as applicable within higher education 
(El-Khawas, 2000; Kanter, 1998). El-Khawas examined the university’s per- 
ception of whether an external influence is constraining or enabling, demon- 
strating that complex, multiple judgements are made about the relevance of 
external influences. This complex process of negotiating beliefs about exter- 
nal influences tends to emphasize a slow, iterative, constant change, moving 
toward homeostasis. Clark’s work on loose coupling also suggests that con- 
tinuous adaptation is related to the need for homeostasis at institutions 
(1983a, 1996b). This suggests that measured and continuous approaches to 
change are probably favorable within this institutional context. 

Strategic planning: Strategic planning focused on external threats and 
challenges has been found to be mostly unsuccessful in higher education 
(Birnbaum, 2000; Chaffee, 1983; Keller, 1997). For example, adaptive strategy 
focusing on scanning market conditions, reporting trends to authority figures, 
and having an external focus appears to be less successful in higher education 
(Chaffee, 1983). Interpretive strategy, which focuses on norms and values 
and the use of orienting metaphors, is more successful. In other words, exter- 
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nal circumstances must be translated and compared to internal norms. Rather 
than reacting to or changing due to the environment, employees tend to 
process external forces. In addition, many studies on planning conclude 
that it must be coupled with collegial forms of decision-making, information- 
sharing, and other cultural or cognitive processes in order to foster to change 
(Cameron and Tschichart, 1992). One major advancement in recent years has 
been the strength of planning models that incorporate fluid and unpredictable 
environments and assume a less rational approach. Strategic planning devel- 
oped within the evolutionary tradition has been more successful than the 
deterministic and rational models of planning within the teleological tradi- 
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growth of part-time faculty, the development of technology transfer units 
the growth of certain disciplines that can create resources for the institution 
and the decline of others, and moving toward a loss of community. Market 
forces tend to enact slow change, over time, but have been illustrated to impact 
institutions in profound ways (Rhoades and Slaughter, 1997). Even though 
change tends to be internally defined, external forces are always slowly alter- 
ing the shape of the river (Gumport and Sporn, 1999). The river analogy is 
used to describe the way that external forces interact with these long-standing 
institutions. Thus, any institutional change process must contend with and rec- 
oncile changes that are already being created by the external environment. 

Differential impact of environmental factors: Some scholars have illustrated 
that institutional type determines the type of change approach that will be 
efficacious. For example, Cameron (1991) suggests that adaptation models 
are critical for liberal arts colleges, which are more dependent on fluctuations 



tion, which will be described on pages 107 and 110. 

Competing forces: The external environment has 
been demonstrated to be a factor in creating change on 
college campuses. Several studies have examined the 
impact of capitalism (or market forces) on higher edu- 
cation institutions, particularly in reorganizing the 
work of faculty and resource allocation in colleges and 
universities worldwide (Gumport and Pusser, 1999; 
Rhoades, 1995; Rhoades and Slaughter 1997). 
Changes noted over the past few decades are the 
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and changes in the external environment — market forces related to tuition and 
competition, for example. Community colleges and urban institutions have 
been shown to be more environmentally vulnerable, given the heavy influence 
of local communities and boards on decision-making and resource allocation. 
Another example is that changes in the community, such as a depressed econ- 
omy,. hurt these institutions more than other types of institutions (Baldridge, 
Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 1977). Evolutionary models will probably have 
stronger explanatory power within these two sectors in particular. 

In other studies, the impact of market forces on different departments is 
examined in relation to university restructuring (Gumport, 1993). Depart- 
ments with a greater ability to attract external resources (business or engi- 
neering) are more likely to excel than divisions (humanities or education), 
faculty, and programs that are less attractive to obtaining external resources 
(Rhoades and Slaughter, 1997). Although few studies have been conducted, 
they do present some of the greatest promise of this line of research, illustrat- 
ing that certain sectors or units are much more vulnerable to the external envi- 
ronment. This also helps to predict a future in which public higher education 
might become influenced by these forces and provide needed data about suc- 
cessful responses to environmental changes (Gumport and Pusser, 1999). 

Resource dependency and intentional transformation: Studies of rapid trans- 
formational change within higher education tend to document responses to 
extreme financial conditions, leading to retrenchment, for example (Cameron, 
1983a, 1983b; Davies, 1997; St. John, 1991). Few colleges or universities 
undergo rapid change unless there is a crisis; most often, the crisis is financial. 
Occasionally, a cultural crisis may result in a rapid response or change such as 
an extreme act of discrimination (Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). Recent stud- 
ies of intentional transformational change in higher education illustrated rel- 
atively poor results, with only six of twenty six institutions making progress 
after five years (Cameron and Quinn, 1988; Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). 
Of the six institutions that created transformational change, most made sig- 
nificantly less progress than they had targeted. These institutions faced some 
formidable external challenges, including legislatures that were critical of 
higher education, performance indictors, reductions in funding, enrollment 
declines, and poor accreditation reports, but these did not pose strong enough 
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threats to foster second-order change. Without extreme external circumstance, 
especially financial challenges, the change process tends to be slow and adap- 
tive (Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). 

Moderating forces to the external environment: Some studies have illustrated 
that the external environment is less significant on college campuses than 
within other sectors. Studies using the sensemaking (social-cognition) lens 
have demonstrated that organizational participants tend to interpret external 
environments through internal mechanisms. The external environment is 
clearly influential, but organizational sensemaking creates a context for inter- 
preting the external environment (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). For example, if 
resources are constrained in the external environment, administrators will 
interpret this change and its implication through their view of the identity and 
image of the institution. If they feel it is a top institution, then they feel no 
threat, even though the real situation of constraint exists. Sporn (1999) found 
that adaptation may be triggered by external demands, but they are defined 
internally as a crisis or opportunity by the institution. 

One study examined utilitarian (institutional actions and decisions aim at 
dealing with a competitive environment) versus normative (de-emphasizes 
external market orientation) identities (Smart, Kuh, and Tierney, 1997). Fewer 
institutions perceived themselves as utilitarian; many more saw themselves as 
normative, reinforcing the finding that change appears to be mostly influenced 
by internal, not external, factors. Smart and St. John (1996) also conducted a 
study that illustrated essentially the same findings: that institutions are typi- 
cally normative in orientation. Their findings also suggested that a nonmar- 
ket orientation made an institution more effective than a market or external 
orientation. Market-oriented campuses lost sight of their mission, created 
unstable environments, and negatively affected personnel. These studies rein- 
force the earlier evolutionary themes: the external environment can be a catalyst 
for change, but the internal environment appears to temper this, perhaps work- 
, ing toward homeostasis, which appears healthier for these institutions. 

Responsive and entrepreneurial institutions: There is a long line of research 
that tries to illustrate that colleges and universities are adaptable (or should 
be adaptable) to the environment (Sporn, 1999). The newest incarnation of 
these ideas is the notion of the entrepreneurial or responsive university. Clarks 



Understanding and Facilitating Organizational Change in the 21st Century 8 5 





recent study (1998) examines institutions that are responsive to the external 
environment, studying what characteristics allow this interactivity. The model 
assumes that an externally oriented mission is positive. Some of the principles 
characterizing an entrepreneurial university are new organizational values and 
ideas that are strongly interconnected to the structure, academic departments 
fusing new administrative capabilities, contract education and consultancy, out- 
reach administrative units promoting contract research, and diversifying income 
(Clark, 1998). Peterson proposes four processes for achieving the status of a 
responsive university: redefine the university’s nature and industry, redirect exter- 
nal relationships and missions, reorganize processes and structure, and reform 
university culture (Sporn, 1999). Both entrepreneurial and responsive models 
suggest that being externally oriented is critical to some campuses’ mission and 
provide ways to maximize an external orientation. Even though there has been 
minimal research on responsive or entrepreneurial universities, they are becom- 
ing increasingly prominent in the literature. They are an extension of a long line 
of idealized models that attempt to provide direction for higher education as it 
tries to balance internal and external claims in the change process (Keith, 1998). 



Teleological 

Teleological models have had mixed results in terms of helping to explain change 
in higher education. Certain concepts have been successful, such as creating a 
vision or planning. However, many of the specific models, such as TQM or 
reengineering, have been applied with limited success, especially to changes in 
the core of the institution — among the teaching and learning processes 
(Birnbaum, 2000). Birnbaum (2000) and Bess (1999) offer a host of reasons for 
poor results, including the inability to clearly state the missions and goals of 
institutions, unique planning problems, lack of centralized decision-making, 
short-term orientation of teleological models, or the inertia of long-standing 
structures. Furthermore, ambiguity — noted above as one of the fundamental 
characteristics of colleges and universities — suggests that planned change 
models, with their emphasis on rationality, linearity, and clarity of process, are 
unlikely to be successful within the higher education system. Perhaps not 
surprisingly, the teleological model that has been applied most in higher 
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education — total quality management — advocates a more collective and con- 
sensual process. Within certain units on college campuses that operate under a 
more businesslike approach, teleological models have been effective (Eckel, Hill, 
Green, and Mallon, 1999). 

There is a tremendous amount of advocacy literature claiming that these 
models — especially organizational development, rational planning, TQM, 
reengineering, and restructuring — have been successful for individual institu- 
tions (Alfred and Carter, 1996; Balderston, 1995; Benjamin and Carroll, 1996; 
Dominick, 1990; Elton and Cryer, 1994; Farmer, 1990; Morris, 1994; Nevis, 
Lancourt, and Vassallo, 1996; Norris and Morrison, 1997; Slowey, 1995). 
Advocates of teleological models tend to recommend a particular change such 
as a focus on customers or efficiency. Little of this literature actually studies 
change processes to identify how it occurs; rather, the authors advocate 
that change should occur within these models and then study institutions that 
have chosen to implement these approaches (Levin, 1998a; Meyerson, 1998; 
Slowey, 1995). More empirical research studies are needed to demonstrate the 
viability and usability of these models. 

The themes that emerge related to teleological models are mission, vision, 
strategic planning, focus on leadership, incentives, interrelationship among 
strategies, narrower efficiency and cost emphasis, and limited success of mod- 
els. The core lessons from teleological models are so ingrained in administra- 
tive thinking that we might often forget that these ideas have not always existed 
to guide change processes; for example, rethinking the mission and tying insti- 
tutional incentives to mission (Eckel, Hill, and Green, 1998; Lindquist, 1978); 
establishing a planning process with specific goals (Keller, 1983); strategic 
planning processes that not only ensure that planning processes are tied to the 
mission, but also take into account environmental factors (Keller, 1983); and 
establishing a vision to serve as a guide for change processes (Eckel, Hill, 
Green, and Mallon, 1999). These concepts are described below. 

Mission and objectives: Having discussions related to mission has been 
found to be effective in facilitating a change process, especially at the beginning 
(Dominick, 1990; Eckel, Hill, Green, and Mallon, 1999; Lindquist, 1978; 
Nordvall, 1982). Several teleological change models emphasize the importance 
of mission, including organizational development and rational planning 
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models. Lindquists work suggests that the evolution of the change vision 
should be strongly tied to the mission (1978). The-mission also ties naturally 
(or should) to any strategic planning efforts. Management by objectives 
(MBO) was a major strategy advocated for creating change that focused on 
the missions and goals of organizations. By clearly delineating the objectives 
of the organization and communicating these objectives to employees, the 
manager could create needed change (Nordvall, 1982). Although an impor- 
tant principle, colleges often find it difficult to develop a mission and set of 
objectives that are shared by people throughout the campus (Birnbaum, 2000). 

Vision : Probably the most commonly described strategy within change is 
a motivating vision; it is also highly interrelated with other organizational 
activities such as planning, institutional communication, leadership, reward 
structures, and hiring processes. Vision has been identified as central to both 

implementing and accomplishing change (Kaiser and 
Kaiser, 1994; Kerr, 1984; Mathews, 1990; St.John, 
1991). The literature identifies why vision is so criti- 
cal: change often invites risk and an uncertain future 
or destination, so having a compelling reason is cru- 
cial. A motivating vision can become the blueprint or 
compass for many employees, allowing them to move 
toward something new and unknown. Attempts to 
develop a truly shared vision for an entire institution 
with such different values, with ambiguity about 
goals, and a loose structure have proven to be unsuc- 
cessful in many cases (Chaffee, 1983). 

Strategic planning: Tied closely to the notion of mission, objectives, and 
vision is strategic planning, which has also been found to create change on 
college campuses (Cameron and Quinn, 1988; Daoud, 1996; Kezar, 2000a; 
Meyerson, 1998; Norris and Morrison, 1997). As noted in the section on evo- 
lutionary models, planning models have been proven to be successful in pro- 
viding some structure to the change process, and are shown to be most 
successful when coupled with other cultural and/or interactive strategies 
(Eckel, Hill, Green, and Mallon, 1999; Nordvall, 1982; Peterson, 1997; Taylor 
and Karr, 1999). Several authors have critiqued traditional strategic planning, 
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debunking it as a linear process, questioning its predictability, and dispelling its 
efficacy and rational approach (Mintzberg, 1994). For example, one study 
found no significant differences between the fiscal conditions of institutions 
before and after planning began, between planners and nonplanners, or 
between minimal and intensive planners. On average, more positive (though 
not statistically significant) change in fiscal condition was experienced by the 
nonplanning institutions (Swenk, 1998). Although some studies have found 
that strategic planning efforts fall short and do not always create change, some 
campuses are successful in using planning for change; thus, there are mixed 
results (Taylor and Karr, 1999). 

Focus on leadership: It is widely acknowledged in the literature on change 
that support from the president and other individuals with positional power pro- 
motes the change process because they can secure human and financial resources 
and focus institutional priorities (Cowan, 1993; Farmer, 1990; Kerr and Gade, 
1986; Lindquist, 1978; Lovett, 1993). Although grassroots change can occur, 
especially on campuses with strong faculty or student groups, these change efforts 
can be met with resistance if there is not buy-in from those with positional power 
(Kerr, 1984). Even though colleges and universities have been described as orga- 
nized anarchies (Cohen and March, 1991a) where change can happen haphaz- 
ardly without leaders (or often not at all), several studies have illustrated that 
change was facilitated through the support of individuals in positions of power 
(Birnbaum, 1991a; Eckel, Hill, Green, and Mallon, 1999; Kerr, 1984). 

Within the past ten years, a willing president or strong leadership seems to 
be waning in importance compared with organizing collaborative leadership 
(Clark, 1996a; Cowan, 1993; Curry, 1992; Bensimon and Neumann, 1993; 
Lindquist, 1978; London, 1993). Collaboration typically involves stakehold- 
ers throughout the organization in aspects of the change process, tying into 
the shared governance structure and work of committees. The optimal degree 
of collaboration necessary for facilitating change is unknown. Sometimes col- 
laboration entails vision-setting; other times, collaboration means allowing 
people voice, but no real authority over direction, goals, or process. However, 
some studies have found that campuses become embroiled in discussions 
around vision-setting and never get to implementation (Birnbaum, 2000). 
Although not clearly understood, collaborations impact on change appears 
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to be significant in terms of commitment, empowerment, engagement of 
individuals with thorough knowledge of the institution, and development of 
momentum (Gardenswartz and Rowe, 1994; Kotter, 1996). 

Incentives: Rewards or incentives have been identified in many different stud- 
ies as ways to encourage employees to channel efforts from existing activities to 
new or additional activities (Eckel, Hill, Green, and Mallon, 1999; Mathews, 
1990; Roberts, Wergin, and Adam, 1993; Tierney and Rhoades, 1993). The 
range of incentives may include computer upgrades, summer salaries, merit 
increases, conference travel money, and public recognition and awards (Eckel, 
Hill, Green, and Mallon, 1999). Although a motivating vision or mission pro- 
vides people with a compelling reason to engage the change process, incentives 
can provide vehicles for continuing or enabling change. For example, employ- 
ees might want to be part of the change process, but need new skills. Enabling 
them to attend a conference on assessment might be the necessary incentive to 
have them be able to facilitate change (McMahon and Caret, 1997). However, 
many studies also show that faculty are generally not motivated by external 
rewards, and most change is thus the result of internal motivators (Bess, 1999; 
Blackburn and Lawrence, 1995). So the extent to which incentives create change 
among faculty and professional staff is not clearly understood. 

Interrelationship among change strategies: Recent studies have illustrated the 
connection and interrelationship among change strategies (Kezar and Eckel, 
forthcoming). Much of the early, nonresearch-based literature presents change 
strategies as isolated actions (rather than linked or bundled) and occurring lin- 
early, not viewed systematically (Cowan, 1993; Kaiser and Kaiser, 1994; Roberts, 
Wergin, and Adam, 1993; Taylor and Koch, 1996). For example, it is advised 
to first develop a vision, then to communicate the vision, obtain buy-in, and to 
develop an implementation plan. Findings within newer studies illustrate that 
strategies happened simultaneously and in support of eachother (Birnbaum, 
2000; Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). Taking action helps to build collabora- 
tive leadership, while senior administrative support enhances collaborative lead- 
ership. Realizing that strategies are interconnected and nonlinear increases 
institutions’ success in the change process (Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). 

Narrower efficiency and cost emphasis: Many of the recent teleological 
change models have had a strong orientation toward efficiency and cost 
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containment. Restructuring, business process reengineering, and outsourcing 
are examples of three recent change models that focus specifically on ways to 
restructure operations in order to achieve cost efficiencies (Burton, 1993; 
Kezar, 2000a). The main techniques used include downsizing the number of 
employees, streamlining processes, and rethinking the ways that systems oper- 
ate. It is not surprising that these models emerged in a time of economic chal- 
lenge and greater international competition. Within these models, change is 
characterized as a necessary reaction to external threats and to increased com- 
petition. Some commentators note that teleological models of change may be 
dangerous to the overall system, hurting its long-term response, as they move 
higher education toward an efficiency model that alters goals and professorial 
autonomy (Bess, 1999; Birnbaum, 2000). Long-standing institutions can 
damage their roles in and contributions to society by reacting to short-term 
market conditions. 

Limited success in facilitating change: Several different studies have found 
that TQM has failed based on its inability to incorporate academic values 
(Birnbaum, 2000; Freed, Klugman, and Fife, 1997). Other studies of strategic 
choice found that institutions that utilized this approach for planning 
change of financial resources were worse off than institutions that did 
not use the model (Kezar, 2000a). Also, in Gioia and Thomas’ study (1996), 
the ambiguity of goals made strategic planning and decisions related to 
change mostly useless and political sensitivities much more important. 
The unique characteristics of higher education are in conflict with the assump- 
tions of teleological models, which assume a clear vision, unambiguous plans, 
a decision-making chain of command, clear delegation of responsibility, deci- 
sions based on facts, and rationality (Benjamin and Carroll, 1996; MacTag- 
gart, 1996). 

Studies need to examine the application of teleological models to under- 
stand why they do not work as well as intended. Perhaps through an analysis 
of institutions struggling to adopt models that do not succeed, research can 
develop more applicable teleological change models. For example, studies of 
strategic planning have found that when coupled with cultural change 
approaches, such as using metaphors to connect the plan to the history and 
traditions of the institution, it can be successful (Chaffee, 1983). 
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Life Cycle 

There have been virtually no studies of life cycle or developmental change within 
higher education, making it difficult to assess the viability of these models. 
Cameron and Whetten (1983) suggest a model of the relationship between 
organizational life cycle and institutional adaptation, focusing on how institu- 
tions will respond uniquely, depending on their life stage; this model still needs 
to be tested. Change processes may occur uniquely depending on the organi- 
zational life cycle of a college or university. Levine (1998) suggests that higher 
education institutions are a mature industry; this means that change is likely 
to occur uniquely, based on the stage of organizational life cycles within which 
it occurs. As mentioned in article three, in a mature industry, change tends to 
be slower and less radical, whereas change in a young organization tends to be 
rapid. Levine does not provide empirical proof, and no one has studied this 
issue. Research studying different life spans of vatying institutional types, such 
as community colleges versus state colleges or liberal arts colleges, is an impor- 
tant future direction. Institutions that have been around for varied lengths of 
time might be compared. A few researchers have studied organizational decline, 
particularly in the late 1970s when some higher education institutions were 
experiencing severe retrenchment (Cameron and Whetten, 1983; Goodman, 
1982; St. John, 1991). These studies help to understand factors causing stress 
and crisis among institutions and have developed institutional indicators of 
danger, such as overexpansion during good times, but have done little to fur- 
ther our understanding of the change process. 

There has also been limited research about developmental models. One 
study examined the change process as akin to identity development, parallel- 
ing psychological theories of image formation (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). It 
was postulated that successful organizational change is a reflection of facilitat- 
ing the individual’s change in his or her image. Alteration in identity develop- 
ment or image was found to be closely associated with the language of change, 
reasons for change, and outcomes of change processes. Higher education insti- 
tutions have distinctly human-oriented characteristics: community is often 
centermost, the services provided are teaching and learning, and the client often 
stays on the campus as part of the community. This human focus makes the 
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importance of identity more apparent. Identity involves a long-term, complex 
kind of change. Life-cycle models may help us to better understand how to 
facilitate this type of change because they assume that buy-in, support, and 
training are probably key to long-term developmental processes. One cau- 
tionary note in studies of change is that senior administrators in higher edu- 
cation tend to assume that identities are somewhat fluid, more so than most 
theories of identity would allow (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). Because identity 
appears to be so important to the higher education enterprise, these models 
may provide some useful explanatory power. 

A few studies found individual motivations, attitudes, feelings, and behav- 
iors as the key factors facilitating or hindering change (Aune, 1995; Austin, 
1997; Farmer, 1990; Nedwek, 1998; Neumann, 1993). Unfortunately, this is 
an area with few empirical studies — mostly anecdotes from campus leaders — 
so it is hard to draw conclusions. It also seems significant that almost every 
anecdotal report notes that institutional change is dependent on individual 
transformation and growth, often through staff development. The findings of 
life-cycle theories relate to the concept of learning organizations in which the 
critical element of change is learning or development among individuals within 
the organization. Life-cycle and developmental models remain an important 
area for future research. 



Dialectical 

Over the past three decades, several dialectical change models have emerged 
in higher education. These models appear to have strong explanatory power 
for understanding the way change occurs in higher education. In addition, they 
help to demonstrate strategies for effectively facilitating change. Some key find- 
ings include (1) the importance of interest groups and power within colleges 
and universities for creating change; (2) persuasion and influence strategies; 
(3) the significance of informal processes within change, such as behind-the- 
scenes conversations and deal-making; (4) the efficacy of persistence; (5) the 
role of mediation; and (6) the manner in which politics prevents change. 

Many of the key findings related to dialectical models were found by 
authors studying other theories. These researchers were struck by the level of 
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coalition-building, interest groups, negotiation, and informal processes. These 
findings were especially compelling, because people who were trying to illus- 
trate the power of paradigms, culture, the environment, or planning con- 
cluded, at times to their dismay, that political processes created change (Gioia 
and Thomas, 1996; Simsek and Louis, 1994). This should not be surprising 
given the analysis of higher education organizations offered in article four; as 
Burton Clark noted, “the many offices, divisions, and schools, protect spe- 
cialized interests as do the many chairs, departments and faculties in the field” 
(Clark, 1983a, p. 214). 

Some researchers criticize political models’ relevance to all institutional 
types in higher education, suggesting that smaller institutions may have less 
political environments. Others note that many of the studies that identi- 
fied political forces were developed in the 1960s and 1970s, a time when the 
country, and higher education itself, was more politicized (Baldridge, Curtis, 
Ecker, and Riley, 1977; Gumport and Pusser, 1999). Yet political models have 
been shown to be just as relevant within today’s university (Hearn, 1996; 
Sporn, 1999). Hearn noted that most studies of change (or of higher educa- 
tion organizations in general) identify staking out positions, forming interest 
groups, establishing alliances and coalitions, putting the right spin on issues, 
and manipulating symbols as characteristics of the higher education organi- 
zational setting and the change process. Even Simsek and Louis (1994), who 
studied paradigm shifts and examined change through a cultural approach, 
found coalition-building on the part of university leaders as one of the most 
prominent aspects leading to and characterizing change. 

Interest groups and power: A specific dialectical model of change was devel- 
oped for higher education by Clifton Conrad (1978) in a qualitative, grounded 
theory examination of a number of institutions engaged in change. He found 
that change occurred based on the interest and goals of powerful groups. The 
study found conflict existing within all college environments studied; conflict 
translated into pressure for change. Conflict is heightened by the clash of dif- 
ferent interest groups, then is transformed into policy that reflects the power- 
ful interest group. Gioia and Thomas (1996) examined strategic change in 
academia, also through a grounded theory approach, and determined that 
political issues were central to the change process. Conflict, interest groups 
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and factions, competing interests, difficulty in discussing resources, and espe- 
cially differential allocation were noted as catalysts for change. 

Burton Clark (1983a) suggested that political processes were at the heart 
of change in academic institutions. Institutions change as a result of the self- 
interest of individuals and groups around differentiated specialties and the 
organizational parts that support and carry them. Clark saw this process as 
tied to the splintering of knowledge, creating more interest groups and result- 
ing in new academic structures such as additional departments. Yet existing 
groups defend the resources and power they already have, creating conflict. 
The following quote illustrates the way interest groups and power have been 
represented in higher education institutions: 

We depict the situation as a seesaw, a long board on which reform- 
supporting and reform-opposing groups sit at different points in rela- 
tion to the center of balance , far out toward the end or close to the 
center according to the extremity of their views. If all groups were 
equal power ; the seesaw's direction would depend on how many 
groups were located on either side of the balance , and particularly 
the intensity of their commitment. But some groups are genuine 
heavies in terms of power whereas others are lightweight. . . . When 
the (heavies) assert themselves, they can throw the weaker innovative 
groups off the seesaw, leaving them dangling uncomfortably in 
midair, or force them to declare that the game is over [ Clark, 

1983a, pp. 225-226]. 

More recently, political studies of change examine the growing separation 
between administrators and faculty; administrators are focused on reorganiz- 
ing faculty work and roles, creating more tension and deeper divisions among 
interest groups (Gumport and Pusser, 1999; Rhoades, 1998). Several studies 
have noted the growing managerialism and collective bargaining and power 
struggle emerging between the faculty and administrative ranks. Higher edu- 
cation appears to be in a period of growing conflict and interest-group 
mentality.. Power has been illustrated to be a major driving force among inter- 
est groups as well as a major catalyst for (or against) change on college 
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campuses (Baldridge and Deal, 1983; Clark, 1983a; Conrad, 1978). As noted 
in the section on the distinctive characteristics of colleges and universities, 
power is highly diffused within this environment; this means change occurs 
at many different levels and is more likely to be decentralized. 

Persuasion and influence: As a result of diffuse 

power, persuasion and influence have been found to 
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Conrads (1978); Clarks (1983a); and Gioia and 

Thomas’ (1996) studies found that interest groups are 
motivated primarily by protecting their resources, structures, and other aspects 
they see as fundamental to their existence, and that their main tactics for pro- 
tecting their interests include persuasion and influence. Studies have identi- 
fied forms of persuasion associated with creating change specific to. higher 
education. These tactics differ from those of other organizations and focus on 
three main types: manipulation of symbols or meaning, one-on-one informal 
communication, and appeals to expertise (Conrad, 1978; Childers, 1981; 
Walker, 1979) An example of manipulation of symbols is for a department 
chair to invoke the school logo and theme to obtain support for an initiative. 
One-on-one informal communication will be described in detail later. An 
appeal to expertise would be to suggest a curricular modification and then to 
describe how a disciplinary society supports this type of change. 

Coalition-building: Many studies of change have found that coalition- or 
alliance-building is an effective means for bringing together interest groups 
and creating a power base (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 1977). Because 
of the high degree of ambiguity on campuses and the diffuse power base, 
strategies for creating change tend to be highly visible and include a large num- 
ber of people, especially influential individuals. Influential people are defined 
differently on each campus, but examples include people with seniority, peo- 
ple who have a reputation for fairness, people who bring in large number of 





resources, and individuals with external prestige. Coalition-building also 
represents a strategical way to bring people together on a temporary basis, with 
little extra effort, as no new offices, structures, or resources are needed to 
develop a coalition or alliance. Coalition-building has been found to be one 
of the most effective strategies for creating change (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, 
and Riley, 1977). 

Informal processes : Influence or power exerted through informal groups, 
processes, and committees has been illustrated to have a significant impact on 
change (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 1977; Gioia and Thomas, 1996). 
Informal processes are difficult to study, but each study of change through a 
political lens have found that informal discussions, one-on-one deal-making, 
or hallway negotiations are often among the most effective strategies for cre- 
ating change, especially rapid change (Hearn, 1996). An example of an infor- 
mal process might help make this finding more understandable. Two 
administrators, anytime they ran into colleagues, delivered the same message 
about the importance of peer evaluation of teaching. It was never the main 
topic of conversation, but was dropped into discussion casually each time. Over 
the year, the school began to see profound changes from this informal process 
of persuasion. This area needs further study; the findings are mostly sugges- 
tive, or the studies are unable to really judge the effectiveness of this process 
relative to others in the study of change. Related to the importance of infor- 
mal processes was the notion of persistence — that is, people who are willing 
to work behind the scenes for long periods of time. 

Persistence: Because higher education institutions are ambiguous and com- 
plex environments, they are vulnerable to people who will spend time, be per- 
sistent, and advocate for a change, since most short-term efforts tend to get 
lost in the system (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, and Riley, 1977; Cohen and 
March, 1991a; Hearn, 1996). Hearn notes that “those that are vocal, willing to 
attend regular committee meetings, willing to take on seemingly mundane 
tasks, and willing to meet with administrative leaders can achieve far greater 
effectiveness” (1996, p. 146). All the studies of change through a political 
framework discovered that individuals, groups, or coalitions that continuously 
brought up an idea and provided ways to implement it were the most likely 
to make change occur. * 
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Mediation: Another strategy that is often used to create change among the 
interest groups, conflict, and power is mediation (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, 
and Riley, 1977; Baldridge and Deal, 1983). Administrative leadership often 
acts as a mediator, brokering various competing claims (Conrad, 1978). Medi- 
ation appears to happen at levels throughout the institution, among individ- 
ual faculty, departments, schools, and groups within the university. Collective 
bargaining is an example of a mediation process among faculty and adminis- 
trators. Several studies have suggested that higher education institutions need 
better mechanisms of mediation or negotiation, especially because power is so 
diffuse; there are often limited ways to weigh various claims or rights. Others 
fear that this will be another factor eroding community on campus. Both 
Clark (1983a) and Conrad (1978) found that mediation needs to be better 
understood as a facilitator of change. 

Preventing action: Political processes were noted as preventing strategic 
action and possibly subverting change processes (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). 
If issues were labeled as political — such as student involvement in governance, 
diversity, or administrative structural changes — then there was limited or no 
activity on these items. Gioia and Thomas noted that political issues are impor- 
tant because they point to previously overlooked strategic possibilities and 
untenable political states that might be left alone. Political processes appear 
to stifle as well as to create change (Clark, 1983a; Cohen and March, 1991a; 
Conrad, 1978). However, the finding that certain issues are identified as polit- 
ical and then not acted upon is insightful as to why some changes proceed 
more quickly than others. It also helps campuses to know what change initia- 
tives might be mired in difficulties and to try to create strategies to address cam- 
pus discomfort. Many campuses, for example, struggle to institutionalize 
diversity; the finding that diversity is considered a political issue and that cannot 
be easily addressed might help develop an awareness that can break the tension. 

Many administrators may be quick to resonate with this last finding that 
political processes deter change and diminish planning efforts or strategy. 
However, what these findings make clear is that political processes are 
extremely effective in creating change. In addition, these strategies may be 
more likely to create change quickly through informal processes (Hearn, 
1996). 
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Social Cognition 

Use of social-cognition models, especially models of learning organizations, is 
growing among scholars within the higher education literature. An appeal of 
these models is that they accommodate the ambiguous environment of higher 
education. For example, social-cognition models tend to emphasize discussion 
and learning among institutional participants, helping them to understand 
the change process. These models illustrate that campus employees need to 
understand what the proposed change is, and that the individuals proposing 
the change need to further appreciate what the change means for the complex 
organization. This process of discussion, debate, reframing, and sensemaking 
is seen as inherent within an ambiguous system and allows for creative out- 
puts to occur (Weick, 1995). 

Cognitive reorientation is important to the change process in the following 
ways: single- and double-loop learning, mental models, constructed inter- 
action, learning organizations, metaphors and language, sensemaking, image, 
and institutional isomorphism and imitation or emulation. There are two dis- 
tinct approaches within the social-cognition tradition. Sensemaking, organi- 
zational learning, and reframing focus on the importance of meaning 
construction and making the change initiative meaningful at an individual 
level. The second major approach is institutional isomorphism, focusing on 
the way norms and image guide the change process through imitation and emu- 
lation. In general, studies within the social-cognition tradition have found the 
internal environment to be more significant to change than the external forces, 
with the exception of studies of institutional isomorphism (Weick, 1995). 

Single-loop and double-loop learning: Several studies within the cognitive 
perspective suggest that change in higher education institutions occurs through 
and can be facilitated by learning (Houghton and Jurick, 1995; Weick, 1991, 
1995). Social-cognition theorists have studied two different types of learning: 
single-loop and double-loop learning. In loosely coupled systems such as col- 
leges and universities, single-loop learning occurs on an ongoing basis (Weick, 
1991, 1995). Innovation and change are occurring within departments all the 
time without transforming the overall system or questioning its governing 
rules. In addition, innovation can and usually does happen swiftly within 
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local environments, not requiring the massive effort of change throughout 
the system. Faculty respond to local threats and opportunities resulting 
from changes in the community, their fields, or departments. However, many 
changes reach a level at which, if they are to be further diffused, double-loop 
learning must occur (see pages 44-99 for a description of single- and double- 
loop learning). The inherent ambiguity of the system makes double-loop learn- 
ing complex. This is where there is a gap in the literature: What are the best 
strategies for creating double-loop learning in higher education? Some of the 
literature suggests that we need to explore our mental models to become learn- 
ing organizations, which will be discussed next (Senge, 1990). 

Mental models: Argyris (1982) and Weick (1991) were among the first to 
examine cognition and change in higher education institutions, focusing on 
learning. Soon the notion of learning began to expand into the notion of men- 
tal models or cognitive frameworks that shape and frame behavior. Mental 
models are internal images, assumptions, and stories of how the world works; 
as Senge notes, “they limit us to familiar ways of thinking and acting” (Senge, 
1990, p. 174). The notion of mental models emerged from studies of why 
organizations (and at times people) were unable to change. In periods of 
change, new cognitive frameworks (or mental models) are introduced, 
explored, modified, and adopted (Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming; Mellow, 
1996). Leaders are asked to examine their own mental models as they initiate 
and implement change processes. The difficulty for organizations and leaders 
is to make employees aware of mental models that will affect their ability to 
change their behavior (Nedwek, 1998). In other words, obtaining ownership 
of a vision and communicating it will not be enough to create change, because 
internal mental models need to be surfaced, examined, and altered (Kezar and 
Eckel, forthcoming; Senge, 1990). Yet implications are tentative, as there has 
been little empirical research of this concept in higher education. 

Constructed interaction: The notion of mental models is tied closely to 
constructed interaction. Several studies have begun to examine the role of 
social interaction for understanding change (Austin, 1997; Gioia and Thomas, 
1996; Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming; Weick, 1995). One study of change 
processes among academic administration surveyed 439 higher education insti- 
tutions and found that key sensemaking strategies included committees, 
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campus dialogues, reading groups, staff development, and “town hall” meet- 
ings (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). These strategies provide opportunities for 
institutional participants to make new meaning — to help members of the insti- 
tution change how they perceive their roles, skills, and approaches or philoso- 
phies. These studies illustrate that a central component of change is providing 
vehicles for people to alter their mental models, leading to new meanings and 
activities. 

One approach for fostering constructed interaction uses reading groups or 
professional seminars. The goal of reading groups is to explore a topic in depth 
and provide campuses with a common language and knowledge base about a 
particular issue, such as faculty workload, community-service learning, or cam- 
pus learning communities (Eckel, Kezar, and Lieberman, 2000). Creating a 
campus reading group is an intentional strategy to manage the breadth of 
information, master important knowledge, and involve key people (Eckel, 
Kezar, and Lieberman, 2000; Kezar, 2000b). Reading groups build on highly 
developed academic strengths, such as inquiry, focused thought, writing, and 
contemplation, to advance institutional goals. They complement shared gov- 
ernance; highlight specific elements in ambiguous contexts; uncover institu- 
tional assumptions, perspectives, priorities, and biases; and allow people to 
become aware of differing interpretations of events (Kezar, 2000b; Bensimon 
and Neumann, 1993; Birnbaum, 1991). 

Learning organizations: The work ofArgyris (1994), Senge (1990), and 
Weick (1993) related to learning within organizations and mental models has 
led to the concept of the learning organization. Several higher education writ- 
ers advocate the development of learning organizations to create change; how- 
ever, there has been minimal empirical research, mainly because few universities 
are learning organizations (Brown, 1997; Brunner, 1997; Kliewer, 1999; 
Lyons, 1999; Rieley, 1997). One study suggested that one of five main strate- 
gies to create transformational change is ongoing staff development, which 
could be an aspect of a learning organization (Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). 
There needs to be more research on institutions that directly link individual 
and organizational performance, as Senge suggests (Kerka, 1993). Also, 
because this is mostly a philosophical change by individuals, it is difficult to 
examine empirically. This remains an idealized model for guiding the change 
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process, rather than a way to understand how change is occurring in higher 
education. 

Metaphors and language: Enabling metaphors and language have been a 
major trend in the literature on change in the past decade (Kelly, 1998). 
Bolman and Deals work on reframing organizations (1991) describes the 
leader’s role as helping organizational participants to understand needed 
changes through the use of stories or metaphors. Leaders are encouraged to 
frame issues in different ways so that organizational participants begin 
to understand the direction in which the institution is heading (see page 53 
for further discussion of Bolman and Deal’s Reframing Organizations , 1991). 
A recent study of change illustrated that institutional metaphors served as maps 
for institutional actions and that these maps could be reoriented to create 
change (Simsek, 1997). Metaphors are also often tied to the image of the orga- 
nization; thus, they become connected to institutional identity, providing fairly 
lasting perspectives. Dissemination of metaphors occurs through the social 
matrix all the time, and there is the possibility that dialogue and interaction 
will alter images throughout the organization. An example of this process is a 
provost talking about a research initiative that is undergoing a change. She 
may note how the previous image was a flowering plant, then replace this 
metaphor with that of a rocket, because she wants to alter peoples’ perceptions 
of the project as being in a more progressive phase. 

Sensemaking: Sensemaking is a bit broader than Bolman and Deal’s 
reframing concept (1991), which is dependent on an individual; in contrast, 
sensemaking occurs through many different processes and individuals, socially 
constructing reality together. It is the reciprocal process by which people seek 
information, assign it meaning, and act (Thomas, Clark, and Gioia, 1993). It 
is the collective process of making meaningful sense out of uncertain and 
ambiguous organizational situations (March, 1994b; Weick, 1995). Sense- 
making allows people to craft, understand, and accept new conceptualizations 
' of the organization (Smirich, 1983), then to act in ways consistent with those 
new interpretations and perceptions (Gioia, Thomas, Clark, and Chittipeddi, 
1996; Weick, 1979). 

Eckel and Kezars forthcoming study of sensemaking among twenty-six 
institutions engaged in change processes presents six core sensemaking 



102 



116 






strategies: (1) numerous, continuous, and widespread structured conversations; 
(2) use of cross-departmental teams; (3) faculty and staff training; (4) outside 
individuals or consultants providing ideas; (3) documenting concrete sets of 
ideas; and (6) public speeches. Structured conversations allowed people to con- 
struct new identities collaboratively and openly. Cross-departmental teams led 
to discussions about beliefs, assumptions, and ideas, because people typically 
work in silos and are not asked about why they hold particular beliefs. Training 
brought people together in a social way to learn new skills and meanings about 
the change process. Outsiders challenged institutional beliefs and assumptions, 
and allowed for the adoption of ideas from outside that were modified to align 
with internal values. The creation of documents forced people to talk about 
assumptions and tended to challenge institutional identity. Last, speaking pub- 
licly articulated the institutions identity and how it was shifting. 

Another study, by Gioia, Thomas, Clark, and Chittipeddi (1996), reinforces 
Eckel and Kezar’s findings. The. tradition of establishing task forces and com- 
mittees, so common in the change process within higher education, is shown 
to be a sensemaking process. Committees are an attempt by a set of influential 
individuals to create metaphors, language, and concepts around the change ini- 
tiative that could be reframed and retranslated to others. These groups were 
seen as typically advancing through four different stages: (1) interpretation 
(attempts by the committee to construct an identity for itself and to interpret 
the change); (2) definition (floundering, realizing that they are a symbolic tool 
for the central administration, examination of not taking certain actions, defin- 
ing themselves only as a launching pad); (3) legitimization (determining how 
they can exert influence and how much they want to exert, change is starting 
to become their own vision); and (4) institutionalization (constructing influ- 
ential statement or recommendations, usually attaching ownership to vision, 
wanting to develop some level of permanency) (Gioia, Thomas, Clark, and 
Chittipeddi, 1996). This study shows how institutional processes and struc- 
tures, such as committees, reorient key individuals' perspectives and commit- 
ment in an effort to effect a broader change within the organization. 

Image: Image emerged as a key motivator within the change process 
because the products and services of higher education institutions are mostly 
intangible. Image was particularly strong among individuals involved in change 
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mostly intangible. t0 achieve needed resources for change; this group 

must also buy into the new image and identity, adopt- 
ing it as their own. This is not surprising, given the 
attention to image within higher education institutions as a result of their lack 
of bottom-line goals. Reputation, prestige, status, impression, stature, and vis- 
ibility were critical concept in facilitating change (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). 

Institutional isomorphism, imitation, and emulation: Institutional theory 
suggests that there are templates for organizing institutions that are implicitly 
understood and translated to new employees; these templates are interpre- 
tive schema, underlying values and assumptions, similar to mental models 
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1$(83; Greenwood and Hinings, 2000; Meek, 1990; 
Scott, 1993). Again, like mental models, templates of institutional behavior 
create resistance to change. Change processes are identified as means for rein- 
stitutionalizing, altering the dominant belief system. Reinstitutionalization 
occurs by establishing new normative structures, a process that has been 
hypothesized to vary in length of time based on factors such as the degree of 
normative embeddedness, degree of loose or tight coupling, permeability 
of organization, institutional commitment, competitive or reform environment, 
degree of enabling pattern, and capacity for action (Greenwood and Hinings, 
2000). Because higher education institutions are loosely coupled, have norma- 
tive embeddedness and high institutional commitment, and generally lack envi- 
ronmental vulnerability, change — especially radical change — is less likely. 

One concept within institutional theory that has regularly been applied to 
higher education institutions to explain change is institutional isomorphism 
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Gates, 1997; Greenwood and Hinings, 2000). 
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This concept suggests that institutions do not change as a result of a compet- 
itive market, external pressures, or efficiency, but rather through the force of 
homogenization, striving to be like other types of colleges perceived to be elite 
(Sporn, 1999). Although various forces move organizations toward homoge- 
nization, professionalism or normative forces are seen as critical within higher 
education (Greenwood and Hinings, 2000). Institutional isomorphism occurs 
as a means to gain legitimacy and increase survival. Institutions tend not to be 
distinctive in their identity development or image, but to emulate an elite 
group and institutions they perceive as having the appropriate image or rep- 
utation (Gioia and Thomas, 1996). Many different studies have documented 
how institutions imitate a group of institutions that they consider to be pres- 
tigious (research universities) or that are most appropriately conducting a 
process such as cost containment or exemplary teaching (Gioia and Thomas, 
1996; Meek, 1990, 1991; Morphew, 1997). New institutionalism focuses 
more on interpretation, adoption, and rejection by the individual organiza- 
tion of change ideas, whereas old institutionalism focused more on external 
factors of legitimacy and less on the internal negotiation process (Czarniawska 
and Sevon, 1996; Greenwood and Hinings, 2000). 



Cultural 

Research on higher education change demonstrates the efficacy of cultural mod- 
els for understanding the change process. However, more research is clearly 
needed in this area, as many questions remain unanswered and its potential for 
illuminating the change process is only pardy fulfilled. In applying cultural mod- 
els to higher education, several themes emerged that help to understand this 
process: the role of history and tradition, symbolism as a strategy to create change, 
institutional culture affecting the change process, deep transformation and par- 
adigm shifts as uncommon, irrationality and ambiguity as characteristic of the 
process, and lack of interpretive power of the notion of a culture of change. 

Institutional history and traditions: Almost all studies of change in higher 
education have found institutional history and tradition to heavily influence 
institutional practices and philosophy and to shape or restrict change 
(Benjamin, 1996; Birnbaum, 1991a, 1991b; Clark, 1983a, 1983b; Cohen and 
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March, 1991a, 1991b; Gioia and Thomas, 1996). In Cohen and Marchs 
(1974) classic text on leadership and decision-making within an organized 
anarchy, academic traditions and history, in addition to the ambiguous goals 
and centralized structure, resulted in leaders having little “direct” influence on 
change. Several studies of change have illustrated how the campus history and 
traditions have thwarted change efforts (Clark, 1991a; Kelly, 1998; Miller, 
1995). In a few studies, strategic campuses have worked within the history or 
utilized the traditions to facilitate change (Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming). The 
implication for the change process in higher education is that the institutional 
history and traditions need to be understood by change agents and incorpo- 
rated into the planning process. An awareness of history and traditions can 
also help to set realistic parameters related to change, as repeated failed efforts 
to change result in cynicism among employees (Birnbaum, 2000). 

Symbolism: Cohen and March (1974) were among the first to point out 
the importance of symbolism within the college and university change process; 
this strategy was a reaction to the ambiguous environment of an organized 
anarchy. As Bolman and Deal note, “faced with uncertainty and ambiguity, 
human beings create symbols to resolve confusion, increase predictability, and 
provide direction” (1991, p. 244). Leaders could invoke symbolism to create 
meaning for people within their environments, often drawing on or relating 
to the history and tradition of the institution (Clark, 1991b; Dill, 1982; 
Tierney, 1988). In more recent studies, it is also noted that symbolism can be 
invoked for creating change (Gioia, Thomas, Clark, and Chittipeddi, 1996). 
Symbolism is strongly related to change in Chaffee’s (1983) research on inter- 
pretive strategy, Bolman and Deal’s (1991) reframing organizations, and 
Neumann’s (1993) cultural change. These authors discovered that symbolic 
events could be used as levers for creating change in higher education. Simi- 
lar to the metaphors and language discussed under social-cognition theories, 
stories are effective vehicles for convincing people to change their behavior. 
Symbolic events and activities — for example a kick-off day for a change ini- 
tiative or campus day of dialogue — enable change initiatives to proceed (Gioia, 
Thomas, Clark, and Chittipeddi, 1996; Neumann, 1993). 

There is some indication that college and university leaders use task forces, 
committees, events, and ceremonies to disguise what would otherwise be overt 





power or influence strategies (Gioia, Thomas, Clark, and Chittipeddi, 1996). 
For example, a president cannot create a change that he decides is necessary 
for the institution; instead, he has a ceremonial event to kick off a committee 
and then establishes a group to examine the issue, focusing on philosophy and 
values. Therefore, there may be some interaction between political and cultural 
strategies. 

Institutional culture: Research illustrates that institutional culture operates 
at several different levels, shaping the change process (Chermak, 1990; Dill, 
1982). Bergquists study of the four cultures of the academy (1992) shows the 
relationship between institutional culture — collegial, developmental, negoti- 
ating, or bureaucratic culture — and change processes. For example, at an insti- 
tution where the developmental culture is prominent, training and development 
are likely to be the main strategies for change, whereas in the bureaucratic cul- 
ture, planning and assessment would be important. The institutional culture 
ties not only to the process of change, but to reasons for change. In the bureau- 
cratic culture, change is a response to threats in the environment, whereas on 
the developmental campus, the need to advance people s understanding would 
motivate change. 

Birnbaum (1991a) and Levin (1998) examined how different institutional 
types, such as community colleges or liberal arts institutions, have distinctive 
change processes. The varying institutional types maintain particular cultures 
and structures; for example, collective bargaining at community colleges can 
influence the rate of change (Levin, 1998). Kezar and Eckel (forthcoming) 
demonstrated how unique institutional cultures also shape change processes. 
For example, an institution that has a history of customer service will reflect 
responsiveness to students in the strategies, reasons for, and outcomes of 
change. In a study of the impact of institutional culture on decision 
approaches, Smart, Kuh, and Tierney (1997) determine that leaders main mis- 
take is working counter to rather than within the culture in order to create 
change. Collectively, these studies suggest that institutional type and culture 
affect the change process and that, in most cases, working within the existing 
culture facilitates change (Chermak, 1990). 

Deep transformation and paradigm shifts: A main area of exploration among 
cultural models is the notion of deep change that alters the culture of the insti- 
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tution. This deep change is often labeled paradigm 5^//f(Simsek and Louis, 
1994). Studies of transformational change in higher education illustrate that 
paradigm shifts are not typical and are extremely difficult to facilitate (Clark, 
1983a, 1983b; Kezar and Eckel, forthcoming; Sporn, 1999). Results from the 
ACE Kellogg study of twenty-six institutions undertaking institutional trans- 
formation indicate that few are actually accomplishing the goal of transforma- 
tional change even after five to ten years (Eckel, Hill, and Green, 1998; Kezar 
and Eckel, forthcoming). Simsek and Louis (1994) examine cultural paradigm 
shifts in higher education, Finding that paradigm shifts do occur and that 
change can happen rapidly in higher education as institutions face anomalies 
or problems in their thinking (similar to Argyris’s double-loop learning). But 
they noted that it appears that higher education institutions tend to incorpo- 
rate and blend the old paradigm with the new paradigm. Thus, radical change 
is not really observable. This important finding may point to a direction for 
future research in which the changes that occur in higher education become 
more visible; as Clark notes (1983a), most outside observers do not perceive 
the amount of innovation that occurs within the academy. How do the new 
paradigm and old paradigm become integrated? The implication for higher 
education institutions is that they may need to focus more on the integration of 
old and new perspectives and processes than simply on change initiative. 

Irrationality and ambiguity: Cohen and March (1974) and Clark (1976, 
1983b) were among the first to illustrate that change in higher education is 
often thwarted or slowed by the ambiguous environment and, at times, the 
irrationality. .Although ambiguity in goals was discussed at length in article 
four, the Findings about the irrationality of the environment need further 
explanation. Research suggests that the individuals choice to change is not 
often made based on a review of fact-based data; instead, people are found to 
consider the implication of the change on the future of their division (political 
motivations), or based on intuition, or how this change relates to emotional 
commitments they have made, such as impact on their friends within the orga- 
nization (Carr, 1996; Clark, 1976). Emotive motivations have been found to 
be a major factor in decisions to change (Benjamin, 1996; Bergquist, 1992; 
Neumann, 1993). Intuition, politics, and emotive decisions are typically 
labeled irrational approaches to decision making. 
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. Culture of change: Although there is little evidence that there is a “culture 
of change,” this remains one of the most popular notions in the literature in 
higher education (Brown, 1997; Chermak, 1990; Frost and Gillespie, 1998; 
Parilla, 1993). People advocate for a culture of meaningful communication, 
clarity of institutional purpose, trust, respect, strong leadership, and team- 
work. It is suggested that an environment in which employees feel a sense of 
self-worth and there is a tolerance for different perspectives will lead to change 
(Taylor and Koch, 1996). These proposals for a culture of change are usually 
drawn from Scheins (1983) and Senge’s (1990) work. Yet there is limited 
empirical proof that there is any culture that is more or less encouraging of 
change. It has also been noted that change is not always good, so it is unclear 
whether such a culture is functional or allows only positive change to occur. 

There is research to suggest that a culture of risk facilitates innovation and 
adaptability. Many organizational theorists have found themselves deeply 
embedded in the study of constancy when an understanding of change became 
elusive. Most literature on constancy reveals that people are unaware of their 
values or beliefs, which is what makes change so difficult (Argyris, 1982). Con- 
stancy is a result of embedded patterns that have become subconscious 
(Schein, 1985). Staw (1976), for example, studied commitment within orga- 
nizations. He notes the positive effects of persisting in a line of action that 
reaffirms previous decisions. To make a different choice questions the wisdom 
and competence of previous actions and decisions. The result of these find- 
ings has been the development of cultures of risk that allow people to change 
their future actions and approach situations differently (Argyris, 1982). 



Multiple Models 

Multiple models may respond to some of the unique 
characteristics of higher education institutions. For 
example, the dual orientations — professional and 
administrative — may need different models of change. 
As noted earlier, multiple models are attempts to draw 
together the insights and principles from more than 
one approach. 



. . . multiple 
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Robert Birnbaum (1991a) has developed one of the best-known combined 
models of change in highereclucation in his cybernetic approach, which 
includes elements from evolutionary and social-cognition models. The cyber- 
netic model is a loosely coupled, open system in which multiple organizational 
realities such as the collegium, bureaucratic organization, organized anarchy, 
and political system exist simultaneously to greater and lesser degrees, depend- 
ing on the institution. Leaders are encouraged to reframe the way they assess 
situations and make decisions, integrating the various perspectives through 
cybernetic controls, which are “self-correcting mechanisms that monitor orga- 
nizational functions and provide attention cues or negative feedback to par- 
ticipants when things are not going well” (Birnbaum, 1991a, p. 179). As 
suggested within social-cognition models, leaders are encouraged to look at the 
institution through multiple rather than one or two frames, because adminis- 
trators looking at a problem through only one frame have narrow under- 
standings of the problem or proposed change. In addition, as is characteristic 
of evolutionary models, leaders should avoid action and instead focus on cues 
within the system (feedback loops), assuring that appropriate monitoring sys- 
tems are in place, making minor adjustments, and on rare occasions provid- 
ing intervention on problems. The key role is assessment to determine when 
change is necessary, allowing the system to take care of itself. The organiza- 
tional thermostats and feedback loops are features of evolutionary models and 
reflect ways that living systems provide response (Morgan, 1986), so the change 
agents role is to examine the system and not always to respond quickly. Thus, 
change tends to happen naturally within the system, and when leaders need to 
become involved they mostly play the role of examining the situation through 
different cognitive frameworks in order to diagnose the issue and develop a 
change strategy. Although Birnbaum mentions the political system and cul- 
ture, these are not major elements of the model or factors that influence 
change. The efficacy of this model is mostly untested, but it is based on an 
accumulation of research that supports certain elements of the model. 

A model proposed by Lueddeke (1999) within the constructivist tradition 
attempts to weave the cultural, social-cognition, evolutionary, and teleological 
models into what is called the adaptive-generative development model (AGD- 
M). AGD-M was specifically designed to address the unique environment of 





higher education, in which shared governance is a hallmark and academic val- 
ues are stressed. The model has six interrelated elements: (1) needs analysis; 
(2) research and development; (3) strategy formation and development; 
(4) resource support; (3) implementation and dissemination; and (6) eval- 
uation. The research-and-development component includes a market and 
external-condition analysis characterizing the university as an open system that 
needs to monitor its environment, reflecting evolutionary assumptions. Change 
results from the shared construction of meaning facilitated by a truly inclusive 
and interactive team, which is the focus of the third step: strategy formation 
and development. In the stage of strategy formation and development, dia- 
logue and open, critical reflection on the initiative are emphasized. This dia- 
logue is supposed to lead to cultural change. Underpinning the entire model is 
the notion of learning and the idea that organizations need to go through peri- 
ods of adaptive and generative learning, characteristics of social-cognition mod- 
els. The sequential and rational orientation of the model also fits within the 
teleological model. Many of the approaches, such as needs analysis, research, 
strategy, resource support, and evaluation, are teleological strategies. Institutions 
both adapt to external and internal forces and generate solutions to problems; 
hence the importance of focusing on both adaptive and generative forces. 



Summary 

When examining how higher education institutions reflect the models 
of change that have emerged within the multidisciplinary field of organiza- 
tional change, some valuable research- based principles emerge, which will be 
summarized in the next article. Some concerns also emerge. 

In terms of concerns, people seem to become frustrated by the efficacy of 
political models for explaining change in higher education. Bureaucratic struc- 
tures create standards of procedure and policies that can lead to fairness, in 
addition to providing efficiency and control. There are many protections for 
individuals within these bureaucratic devices. To acknowledge the highly polit- 
ical nature of change can make higher education participants cynical or 
suspicious. Yet, as Hearn (1996) notes, to not be aware of the political aspects, 
even if one rejects that approach, is naive. For women and minority leaders, 
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in particular, political processes may have been used against them to limit their 
influence and advancement. To suggest embracing these approaches may seem 
problematic. 

There have also been criticisms over the years about the organized anar- 
chy model and garbage-can decision-making (Kerr and Gade, 1986). If efforts 
to plan change, especially at the institutional level, are doomed by the ambi- 
guity and complexity inherent in these organizations, then what possible 
advice can be drawn from these studies? Still, many fruitful models have devel- 
oped to respond to the ambiguous environment of higher education. Senges 
(1990) learning organizations are meant as a response to the multilayeredness 
and complexity of organizations that were not encompassed in earlier mod- 
els. I will acknowledge the frustration that can be associated with examining 
change through some of these models. Teleological models, which appear to 
empower individuals to create change, tend to be more attractive and feel more 
comfortable, yet may not be as successful as other models. 

Also, there may be frustration related to evolutionary models. They 
describe forces, such as capitalism or the market, but offer little advice about 
how to address these deterministic forces (Collins, 1998). Professionals may 
try to understand how to use cultural or social-cognition models, but find 
little concrete information to work from. In addition, these models tend to 
describe the nature of change and do not necessarily address how to facilitate 
or create change. Often, people find themselves drawn to teleological models, 
mostly because they can best understand how to apply them to practice. 

As noted earlier, choosing a model of change is an ethical and ideological 
choice; some people may feel more comfortable with certain models than with 
others (Morgan, 1986). Awareness of the assumptions of models makes it pos- 
sible to compare them to the readers own values and develop alignment with 
an appropriate model. This article does not advocate the value of any one 
approach, but describes what each model can tell us about the change process 
in higher education. The next article offers advice about how to draw on each 
category of models and develop a clearer understanding of change. 
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Research-Based Principles 
of Change 



O NE STATIC MANAGEMENT MODEL cannot provide all that is 
needed to manage the numerous changes that are currently underway in 
the external environment” (Thor, Scarafiotti, and Helminshi, 1998, p. 65). 

The dynamics of change in higher education institutions are complex, and 
generalizations about change processes are risky. “In fact, the first and fore- 
most fundamental proposition we can stress about change in these settings is 
so simple as to seem banal and deflating: It all depends” (Hearn, 1996, p. 145). 

Hearn (1996) argues in his article entitled Transforming U.S. Higher 
Education that several propositions can be made about change: (1) a political 
model is important, and even if the participant does not want to use 
this model, it is naive not to be aware of the politics that are so prevalent 
within these institutions; (2) a cultural model is key, and effective change 
efforts must be integrated successfully into the existing institutional culture 
and climate; (3) organizations are resource-dependent, and efforts that are not 
in accord with critical sources of funding, prestige, and personnel are unlikely 
to succeed; and last, (4) disruption and accretion are both needed. He is one 
of the few authors who has tried to summarize and apply research about 
change in higher education and present it to leaders for use on campus. I will 
attempt the same in this article, having reviewed a larger literature base. The 
research-based principles described herein are based on the cumulative knowl- 
edge of more than thirty years’ research. These principles are drawn directly 
from the meta-analysis conducted in article five, in which theories or models 
of change have been applied to higher education. In this article, I offer an 
interpretation of their power to help understand and facilitate change in higher 
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education. Obviously, there are principles that may have not emerged because 
studies have not yet been conducted; this is certainly the case among life-cycle 
models of change. That is why article seven, Future Research, is important— 
it details gaps in the knowledge needed to help deepen our understanding 
about change processes. However, much can be learned from the cumulative 
research of the last thirty years. I do not synthesize these principles into a mul- 
tiple model in order to bring a sense of artificial coherence to the somewhat 

disparate propositions. Instead, they are offered as 
. . . . issues to consider as the reader engages in change. The 

_ . __ problem with any model is the temptation to apply it 

any model is the r 7 r rr; 

. within all situations; it is not feasible to create a 

temptation to 

change model for every situation within higher edu- 

apply it within all 6 ' . . . 

. . . . cation. Also, I do not divide the principles into the six 

situations; it is not . . 

, „ . categories used to organize the previous articles, 

feasible to create a 6 6 F 

, . . , because most principles are reinforced by studies 

change model for . 

. . within several different theories. What made these 

every situation 

within higher principles so powerful is that they emerged as signifi- 

education Cant man y different approaches to studying 

change. The following are some principles that can be 
used to think about change systematically and sys- 
tem ically on the readers campus. 



Promote Organizational Self-Discovery 

The literature surveyed in article four outlines the existing structures of colleges 
and universities, such as a loosely coupled system, shared governance, and 
employee commitment. Many studies of change have demonstrated that these 
structures profoundly affect the change process, especially those within insti- 
tutional theory. Many change theorists focus on the environment or on indi- 
viduals as the key factor influencing change. The research in higher education, 
particularly social-cognition models of institutional theory, demonstrates that 
the existing structure or internal environment plays a very significant role. If 
institutions and leaders want to be successful in facilitating change, they need 
to understand the enterprise and the distinctive nature of higher education that 
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creates this current structure or template. As Burton Clark (1983a) notes, 
the structure and culture capture the history, habits, and norms that shape 
institutional practice and philosophies. Simply changing individuals’ mental 
models will most likely not be enough to implement most changes. 

Wheatley notes that “the system needs to learn more about itself from 
itself” in order to allow change to occur (1999, p. 145). She notes that outside 
experts and small teams are not best for developing this self-understanding — 
it is best if the whole system is involved. Dialogues, campus summits, reading 
groups, and other mechanisms that draw people together to talk, relate, and 
understand issues facilitate self-discovery. 

Realize That the Culture of the Institution 
(and Institutional Type) Affects Change 

The research on cultural theories helps us to understand that institutional 
culture shapes the reason change emerges, the way the process occurs, and 
the change outcomes. Although many administrators are aware that the insti- 
tutional culture and type shape organizational life, this may not translate into 
identifying unique change strategies based on the institution’s history, tradi- 
tions, and norms. It is advisable for institutions engaging in change to con r 
duct an institutional self-audit or assessment of their culture. Although it 
can be extremely difficult for an institution to comprehend its own culture, 
there are tools that help to conduct this process, such as consultants or bring- 
ing in individuals from other institutions to help provide an outside per- 
spective. However, as Wheatley, notes it is best if the organization comes to 
this understanding through self-discovery (see Kezar and Eckel, forthcom- 
ing). Institutions need to ask themselves questions such as: To what degree 
are we a collegial, organized anarchy, political, developmental, or manager- 
ial culture? The works of Bergquist (1992) and Kezar and Eckel (forthcom- 
ing) should help institutions better understand this relationship. 

Be Aware of Politics 

Savvy change agents should develop an understanding of alliances and 
coalitions on their campus, who are the heavyweights and people of influence, 
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how informal processes can be used, what conflict exists, what the motivations 
are behind a proposed change or beyond resistance. In addition, in order to 
assure that political processes do not hurt particular people or stagnate certain 
initiatives, it is important to be aware of the way these dynamics are operat- 
ing. Empowerment approaches can be used to try to ensure that changes treat 
people equitably. Also, as Gioia and Thomas' study (1996) discovered, certain 
change issues are more political than others. Their work can help guide cam- 
puses in knowing when they are engaging a particularly political issue. Some 
readers may be disappointed by the proposition that change is political. It can 
be argued the current structures and culture reinforce a political model, which 
can be altered. Some people believe that models such as TQM can work to 
eliminate a political environment. They argue that the structures and cultures 
are not themselves political. Dialectical theories suggest that conflict can be 
overcome, but that this is an extremely rare circumstance. For example, Paulo 
Friere (1999) described the breaking down of dualistic systems that create 
political struggles and interest groups. But this idealized vision will, most likely, 
never come to pass, as it would require hierarchy and power differences to be 
eliminated; it does not represent the world of current organizations, and cer- 
tainly not that of higher education institutions. 



Lay Groundwork 

Almost every theory suggests that self-assessment (social cognition), institu- 
tional audits and analysis of the change proposal for institutional compat- 
ibility (teleological), awareness of institutional culture (cultural), and reading 
groups (social cognition) are necessary to become knowledgeable about the 
change initiative. Most planning processes begin with some form of self- 
assessment. This groundwork and self-assessment needs to include more peo- 
ple, becoming a collaborative process. It also entails asking the what (First 
order or second order), how (revolutionary or evolutionary), and why (for 
student learning or accountability) questions posed in article two. This arti- 
cle can be used to frame such discussions. Also, these discussions might help 
to defuse poor ideas for change, rather than wasting peoples valuable time. 
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Groundwork should not be laid only for planned or larger-scale change; an 
environment can be created through groundwork for innovation and pro- 
moting generative learning. This groundwork entails ongoing local assess- 
ments and conversations. 



Focus on Adaptability 

Transformational change is unlikely at most institutions, whereas incremen- 
tal adjustment is pervasive and identified as healthiest for institutions; there 
was evidence to support this principle across almost every model reviewed 
(Clark, 1983a). Research from cultural, social-cognition, and political mod- 
els demonstrated the difficulty of creating deep, pervasive change across the 
entire institution. Tasks, power, and authority are extensively divided, pre- 
venting global change. Second-order or comprehensive change takes a tremen- 
dous amount of time and resources, and the chances of it occurring are slight. 
In general, it is wiser for institutions to invest in innovation throughout the 
campus and to let great ideas bubble up. If the campus feels it needs to exam- 
ine curricular incoherence, then supporting a few programs that might want 
to engage in this type of change is probably a better use of time and resources 
than trying to initiate comprehensive change, as advocated in much of the 
recent higher education literature (Eckel, Hill, and Green, 1998). Bergquist 
(1992) notes that one strategy for planning change is to initiate a first-order, 
incremental change through temporary education systems (TES) and that if 
a situation can be established so that the change is aligned with the organiza- 
tion, it can become a second-order change. Experimentation is allowed to 
occur, ideally within a loosely coupled system. 

Change leaders can develop connections among different initiatives and 
individuals in order to create synergy and provide momentum (Eckel, Green, 
Hill, and Mallon, 1999). Loosely coupled systems are usually unlikely to have 
communication, because they are uncoordinated. Informal communication 
might spread change on the borders, but it is unlikely. Leaders can help to 
spread the word about good ideas and increase momentum for people on the 
borders. 
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Facilitate Interaction to Develop New Mental 
Models and Sensemaking 

The teleological, political, life-cycle, social-cognition, and cultural models 
emphasize the importance of bringing people together, whether in strategic 
planning (teleological), committee work (political), staff development (life 
cycle), or events (cultural), to help employees understand the change, develop 
new mental models, integrate these models with their existing understanding, 
and develop a language for articulating the change. In an environment where 
expert power is predominant, explanation and rationale are important to 
change. Constructed interaction is the opportunity for creating situations in 
which the rationales are shared and the new initiative is made open to 
challenges. 



Strive to Create Homeostasis and Balance 
External Forces with the Internal Environment 

Because loosely coupled systems are likely to respond in gradual, perhaps 
unnoticed, ways to the external environment, direct response should 
be avoided, at least from some sort of centralized leadership. Leaders should be 
protectors of homeostasis and intervene only when there is clear indication of 
a significant problem. And, as the social-cognition and cultural models sug- 
gest, the role of leaders should be to facilitate dialogue so that a cognitively 
complex decision can be made about how to respond to external conditions. 
An example of this principle is Berdhals (1991) suggestion that faculty need a 
stronger voice in helping to prioritize the many requests for campus change. 
In order to work within and strengthen shared governance, he recommended 
that a committee should be established to monitor the institutions external 
relations and to recommend continuity or change. 

Some evolutionary studies point to the vulnerability of private colleges, 
community colleges, and certain departments (for example, humanities). These 
institutions and departments must be more attuned to external forces. Yet 
these findings must be tempered with the recognition that, for the most part, 
the external environment plays a much smaller role in the change process than 





the internal environment, forces of institutionalism, interest groups, and per- 
ceptions about change (Clark, 1983a). 



Combine Traditional Teleological Tools, Such As 
Establishing a Vision, Planning, or Strategy, With 
Social-Cognition, Symbolic, and Political Strategies 

Many studies established that teleological tools were successful for facilitating 
change when combined with assumptions from other models, using these 
tools with an awareness of the context, politics, and concerns of individual 
worldviews and perspectives. Use metaphors, stories, and symbolism com- 
bined with planning, assessment, and environmental scanning in order to 
make the change initiative understandable to people. 

Realize That Change Is a Disorderly Process 

Change processes that are disorderly often lead to order, and orderly change 
processes often lead to disorder (Clark, 1983a). The disorderly and at times 
irrational process that characterizes cultural, social-cognition, and dialectical 
models not only better explains change, but may lead to more positive change 
outcomes. Forced orderly approaches such as planning, business process 
reengineering, or traditional strategy have often failed to facilitate change in 
higher education (Birnbaum, 2000). However, studies of long-term campus 
dialogues with no clear strategy have led to fundamental campus changes. 
Being open to ambiguity and a nonlinear process is important for institutional 
leaders and change agents. 

Promote Shared Governance or 
Collective Decision Making 

Almost every model emphasized the need for working together, particularly, 
the cultural, teleological, and social-cognition models. Sensemaking, inter- 
pretive strategy, and coalition-building are collaborative processes. This 
principle also aligns with higher educations tradition of shared governance. 
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Many critiques of higher education have suggested that shared governance is 
preventing change. In recent years, the response within many institutions 
has been to create structures that subvert shared governance or to simply 
allow faculty senates to dwindle. But the research presented herein suggests 
that a healthy, loosely coupled system that can create change and foster adapt- 
ability needs a functional shared governance process and implementation 
through the joint activities of administrators and faculty (Clark, 1983a; 
Sporn, 1999). 

Articulate and Maintain Core Characteristics 

What is it that institutions want to preserve, and why? Almost every model 
highlighted continuity as important, including evolutionary (homeostasis), 
social-cognition (institutionalism), teleological (mission-driven) and cultural 
(importance of traditions and history) approaches. Institutions need to be bet- 
ter able to communicate the importance of core values such as academic free- 
dom or processes such as shared governance to student learning, knowledge 
production, and service to society and our political systems. 



Be Aware of Image 

Institutional theory and cultural models suggest that change in higher educa- 
tion has in large measure occurred as a result of institutional image. Clark 
(1983a) and others have illustrated how many higher education institutions 
have changed during the last fifty years, mostly becoming similar to Americas 
top research universities because of the prestige these few institutions enjoy — 
a process known as academic drift. Certainly, this finding has a shadow side; 
yet it can also be used to create change. Recent movements such as community- 
service learning have perhaps spread as a result of imitation, following the lead 
of national organizations such as the American Association of Higher Educa- 
tion and Campus Compact. Therefore, appealing to institutional image and 
emulation can also be used as a lever for positive change. Institutional legiti- 
macy is a critical force within a values-driven organization such as higher 
education. Student learning may replace resources for understanding image, 
but image will continue to be central. 
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Connect the Change Process to Individual 
and Institutional Identity 



Almost every theory suggests the importance of identity to the change process, 
especially within institutions like higher education, with strong employee com- 
mitment and longevity. In particular, social-cognition and cultural theories 
emphasize the deeply entrenched beliefs, habits, and norms that coalesce to 
form identity. Life-cycle theories show promise for 
providing needed information about identity devel- 
opment and institutional change that might help us 
in facilitating this process. Teleological models’ 
emphasis on the necessity of discussions related to 
mission at the beginning of a change process relates to 
the importance of institutional identity. Change 
processes in higher education need to engage both 
institutional and individual identities. 



Change processes 
in higher 

education need to 
engage both 
institutional and 
Individual 
identities. 



Create a Culture of Risk and Help People 
to Change Belief Systems 

In order to achieve stability and efficiency in organizations, we socialize, train, 
and acculturate people. No wonder that the literature refers to resocializing, 
re-creating norms, retraining, altering mental models,. and reframing cultures. 
But to ensure change, a culture of. risk needs to be developed in which people 
can feel comfortable making different choices than they made in the past and 
failure is not penalized. Choosing to act differently questions past behavior, 
which is mentally trying. Social-cognition models reinforce the need for cre- 
ating an environment of risk that allows change without blame or reprimand. 



Realize That Various Levels or Aspects of the 
Organization Will Need Different Change Models 

No one model may ever encompass the many complex principles related to 
change, but each serves as a valuable tool for analyzing the institution at 
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different points in time. Bolman and Deal (1991) might help to understand 
a departmental change initiative, but consulting Birnbaums (1991a) cyber- 
netic model for a campuswide change might be important for its a strong sys- 
tems perspective. This monograph can help the reader choose which model 
to use under varying circumstances. 

Another way that models can be used is in combination, for examining 
different administrative units. Teleological models might work within admin- 
istrative areas, whereas a political model might best be used within academic 
affairs. Some units will be more political, while others might be more sym- 
bolic. Also, the literature suggests that change can be examined at the broadest 
level through evolutionary models; the life stage of the organization through 
life-cycle theories; the intricacies of the organization through cultural 
approaches; power and interest groups through the political models; and the 
individual worldviews through social-cognition theories. 



Know That Strategies for Change Vary 
by Change Initiative 

Large-scale or second-order change seems to be more aligned with strategies 
from social-cognition and cultural (and perhaps life-cycle ) models, whereas 
first-order or smaller-scale change appears to be more aligned with evolutionary 
and teleological models. Changes that are of a values orientation are better 
approached through a political, cultural, or social-cognition model, whereas 
structural changes might be better addressed through a teleological or biologi- 
cal model. As noted in article two, institutions need to evaluate the type of 
change initiative and examine it in relation to the models. In the research, align- 
ment between type of change and approach to change is documented as facil- 
itating change processes. 



Consider Combining Models or Approaches, 

As Is Demonstrated Within the Multiple Models 

The multiple models reviewed throughout this monograph illustrate some 
of the ways in which the principles from various models can be combined 
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to develop a comprehensive and complex approach to change. Birnbaum’s 
(1991a) cybernetic model, Bolman and Deals (1991) Reframing Organiza- 
tions, and Lueddekes AGD-M model (1991) can be used as starting places for 
institutions trying to engage in a change process and examining change 
through complex approaches. Using the principles as guides, each institution 
can develop its own combined model based on the type of change, scale of 
change, institutional structure, environment, and culture. Build a model to 
suit your campus. 



Summary 

This article provided guidelines that can be used to develop a model for change 
based on the particular context of the readers campus. Here is how the vari- 
ous principles might best be synthesized: 

1 . Develop a process of systematic, systemic institutional and environmen- 
tal assessment (guidelines 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 15). 

2. Work with individuals, be inclusive, and realize that this is a human 
process (guidelines 2, 3, 5, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14). 

3. Be aware of the distinctive characteristics of higher education (guidelines 
1,2,3,5,7,8,9,10,11,12). . 

4. Realize the need to develop your own context-based model of change 
(guidelines 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 15, 16, 17). 

5. Be open to surprises, focus on creativity, and leverage change through 
chance occurrences (guidelines 3, 5, 6, .9, 14). 

6. Balance is an important principle (guidelines 7, 10, 11, 13). 
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Future Research on 
Organizational Change 



I T IS RARE to Find an institution which is at once so uniform and so 
diverse; it is recognizable in all the guises which it takes, but no place is it 
identical with what is in any other. This unity and diversity constitute the final 
proof of the extent to which the university was the spontaneous product of 
mediaeval life; for it is only living things which can in this way, while fully 
retaining their identity, bend and adapt themselves to a whole variety of cir- 
cumstances and environments” (Emile Durkhiem, The Evolution of Educa- 
tional Thought). 

How can we better understand organizational change among institutions 
that have captured the imagination of scholars for centuries? Many aspects of 
the change process remain elusive. The following section summarizes the main 
research areas that could help leaders, policy-makers, and institutions to allow 
higher education to thrive over the next century. 

Perhaps one of the most central issues is to determine some of the gaps in 
our knowledge of change that have been hidden because change has mostly 
been studied at the overall institutional level, through leaders or in relation to 
leaders’ needs, often without acknowledging the loosely coupled aspects of the 
system. As Burton Clark notes, change “is widely overlooked since (adapta- 
tion or accretion) is not announced in master plans or ministerial bulletins and 
is not introduced on a global scale” (1983a, p. 1 13). To what degree is change 
hidden within a loosely coupled system? Do we really know the amount or 
level of change occurring within institutions? Much of the existing literature 
characterizes institutions as unchanging. Could this represent a focus on over- 
all institutional change that is less prevalent within higher education? How can 
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we better capture emergent change processes in departments, divisions, and 
programs? 

There has been a major focus on adaptation in higher education, especially 
in recent years, as it has been perceived that the academy faces more environ- 
mental vulnerability. Yet the literature from organizational theory and on 
change in higher education institutions suggests that they are much more 
internally flexible and able to respond than evolutionary models suggest. Per- 
haps we need to be studying what Weick termed adaptability in higher edu- 
cation. Perhaps our focus on adaptation is headed down the wrong path. What 
kind of an entrepreneurial organization might emerge if we examined the char- 
acteristics of adaptability rather than adaptation, following Clarks recent work? 
This seems the appropriate avenue for loosely coupled systems with strong 
internal logic and long histories. Adaptation models’ focus on environmental 
challenges may be important to institutions in crisis, but may not be applic- 
able to the majority of institutions. 

Evolutionary research has identified some of the significant forces that can 
shape higher education, such as resources, the market, and government inter- 
vention. However, these models have been unable to tell us why some forces 
do not have an impact even though they are predicted to influence higher 
education. For example, why do societal forces (such as calls for diversifying 
higher education) have a lesser impact than economic forces related to 
technology? One emerging area in the research is that some institutions 
will need to focus on the external environment more than others. Is this chang- 
ing, and are more institutions now vulnerable to outside forces? Few studies 
have examined accreditors’, associations’, or foundations’ role in the change 
process. Can campus leaders help encourage change throughout the organi- 
zation by connecting people to foundations and national organizations that 
support change around certain initiatives? Usually, the external environment is 
conceptualized only as a threat; it may be important to study how external 
forces support change. It is also important to examine the costs of the accre- 
tion model of change. Is it vastly more expensive to add on to existing struc- 
tures, than it is to transform the existing organization. As an analogy, 
cost-benefit analyses of technology illustrate that bolting on new technology 
is much more expensive than rethinking the whole system. 
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Some scholars are suggesting that accretion models may have represented 
change in the past, but political models might better characterize a time of dwin- 
dling resources or Darwinian biological models in times of accountability 
(Gumport, 2000). Peterson suggests that the past fifty years have been charac- 
terized by different types of change that appear to reflect the needs of different 
eras. The 1950s and 1960s were periods of growth — absorbing new students and 
expanding institutional boundaries — whereas the 1 970s was a time of downsiz- 
ing, as institutions experienced less growth and students chose different types of 
institutions for study. The 1980s resulted in reorganizing, with movements such 
as restructuring and total quality management. In the 1990s, institutions were 
called on to make transformational change that transcends the institution as well 
as to redesign systems, working at a more macro level. Change models need to 
be aligned with types of change. Although there is currently little empirical sup- 
port for this notion, it is an interesting concept to keep in mind. Do applicable 
change models vary with the changing political, social, and economic forces that 
affect higher education? A sociological view of higher education would suggest 
this might be true. Clarks work did not find such fluctuation, yet the sociolog- 
ical approach has not been fully tested. Could different approaches to change be 
successful in 2000, 2020, and 2030, depending on the overall societal landscape? 

Another major area that is mostly unexplored is 
the impact on change of the increasing bureaucratiza- 
tion of universities. More institutions are being man- 
aged by administrators whose value systems focus on 
accountability, assessment, restructuring, privatization 
of services, and control. Furthermore, academic lead- 
ership through educational values is perceived as 
declining. What is the effect of bureaucratization and 
decline of academic leadership on change? There have 
been recent calls for responsive universities (Leslie and 
Fretwell, 1996; Keith, 1998) that react to increased expectations from exter- 
nal constituents, yet there is little research on institutions that have become 
responsive. What is the impact on the institution? How does it maintain con- 
sistency and sort out competing agendas? The entrepreneurial organization 
needs further analysis. 



Another major 
area that is mostly 
unexplored is the 
impact on change 
of the increasing 
bureaucratization 
of universities. 
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To what degree might there be a garbage-can model of change in higher edu- 
cation, as there is for decision-making? It appears that researchers have stayed 
away from the ambiguity of the change process, instead favoring teleological, 
social-cognition, or evolutionary models in higher education. Birnbaum (1991) 
has been one of the only researchers to suggest that change should not be the 
norm in higher education and that the system should be allowed to work at 
homeostasis until a feedback loop illustrates a problem in need of attention. 
Even then, he characterizes change as problematic and tells leaders to try to 
examine the issue through as many lenses as possible, but to accept the realiza- 
tion that they have little direct control over creating change. We need a more 
detailed understanding of the ways in which change is elusive to planning, cen- 
tralized decision-making, and strategy, if only to persuade individuals who see 
these as the key mechanisms that they may want to rethink their assumptions. 

Although teleological models have not been applied with much success 
within higher education, there are some important areas that warrant further 
examination. Teleological models applied within other organizations have found 
that fostering individual and team learning is a facilitator of change. It seems 
that learning would be critical to change within higher education. Studies of 
sensemaking and the importance of developing a personal understanding of 
the change initiative also tap into learning. This is an area in need of empirical 
research, moving beyond the anecdotal support for learning organizations. 
There also needs to be more research on how teleological models can be suc- 
cessful within subunits of the institution, driven by administrative values and 
supported by more centralized structures. Also, as noted in the introduction to 
article five, we do not understand if working within the culture and structure 
of the academic enterprise always facilitates change to a greater degree than 
challenging this system. Are there situations in which the unique characteris- 
tics of higher education institutions facilitate or hinder change? Are there cir- 
cumstances under which challenging the system facilitates or hinders change? 

An important new direction for research is the application of life-cycle 
models to higher education. The ways in which staff development and train- 
ing are used to facilitate individual and institutional identity development 
are in need of exploration. Also, to what degree does institutional identity 
change over the life cycle? Community colleges (as a newer institutional type) 
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or the emerging virtual university sector might be interesting case studies for 
understanding the issues of identity related to change. Comparisons between 
colleges with long histories and those that are emerging might also prove inter- 
esting. Does one institutional type change with greater ease than another? Do 
certain institutions have life cycles in which change is more prevalent than 
do others? Does change take on a different character in different stages of the 
life cycle? These studies may prove helpful to institutions along the entire con- 
tinuum of development, identifying key factors for their particular situations 
and enhancing our ability to construct context-based models. 

Although we are aware that political processes shape change and we have 
gained some insight into how this process occurs, we know less about how 
politics overlap with other aspects of change. Do politics hinder or enable 
adaptability? How does the environment affect politics? How do politics influ- 
ence organizational identity? As notions of power and politics are changing 
(such as feminist notions), how might politics be an enabler of equitable 
change? Another area in which we have a limited understanding is informal 
processes and how they operate; these are often noted in studies as key, but 
their nature is not carefully described. We also know very little about what 
motivates people to join in political turf wars. We know it is based on their 
interest, but this oversimplifies this complex process and the motivations of 
human beings. In any given situation involving two people, each with a vested 
political interest, what makes one persistent while another ignores the situation? 
I already noted that we need to better understand the growing managerialism; 
we also need to know how managerialism acts on the politics of change. The 
higher education environment is apparently becoming more politically charged, 
making these models even more important for future study. 

The prominence of image and identity within some of the existing studies 
of change suggest this as an important line of research for further development. 
How does the relationship between identity and change affect individuals within 
institutions? Can regressive change be harmful to people whose identities are 
closely tied to the organization? Some change theories suggest that identifica- 
tion with the organization should be altered so that change can occur. What 
would be the result if this approach were taken in higher education? Do we want 
to make long-time committed employees identify less with their organization? 
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Imitation or emulation seems another important area for research. Theo- 
ries about fashion or fads as an analogy for change help us understand the 
interest in new approaches to learning, teaching, or managing. However, in 
some situations this may prove challenging to study; as Clark (1983a) notes, 
changes creep across institutions quietly and with little notice. One line of 
research might help; Czarniawska and Sevon (1996) used new institutionalist 
theory, examining imitation among banks, railways, and local governments in 
Europe. Their research on imitation can serve as a model to better under- 
standing these quiet and unnoticed processes. 

We know very little about individual reactions to change in higher educa- 
tion, except perhaps in the area of technology adoption and cognitive frames. 
What is the impact of increasing environmental vulnerability on faculty? Will 
it also affect people entering the professoriate? How do individuals feel about 
change? Feelings and emotions relating to change have been studied through 
cultural models among other types of institutions and have provided interest- 
ing findings on institutional commitment, morale, and quality. 

Cultural models are just emerging; this area is in need of research, espe- 
cially because initial research has found a strong relationship between institu- 
tional culture and the particular change strategies that will be successful on a 
campus. However, these initial studies examined institutions as a whole. Con- 
sidering that most change is occurring throughout the organization, future 
studies need to examine the impact of department, division, and school cul- 
tures on the change process. There also needs to be empirical research on 
whether there is a culture of change or certain cultures that are more open to 
change. The roles of attitudes, motivations, emotions, intuition, energy, enthu- 
siasm, and other human dimensions need closer analysis. This seems like a 
particularly important area, as social-cognition studies have already illustrated 
the impact of mental models and embedded norms on resisting and facilitat- 
ing change, which are concepts similar to attitudes and emotions. We also need 
more detailed studies of the effect of institutional type on the change process. 
There have been only cursory studies about the various institutional charac- 
teristics that might be related to change processes. 

Lueddekes proposed model (1999) needs to be empirically tested. It brings 
together many important principles from the research on higher education 
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change. It best reflects the various propositions offered above, yet there are 
ways in which the model may need to be adjusted as it is tested. For example, 
existing research suggests that its linearity will need to be modified. How much 
generative learning actually occurs? What might be added to Lueddeke’s model 
to develop a more comprehensive approach? For example, his model excludes 
all political assumptions related to change and maintains few assumptions 
from cultural models. Almost no higher education researcher has examined 
the various models as different aspects or levels of the change process. It would 
be helpful to compare how each type of model sheds light on change at the 
broadest level (evolutionary), life stage of the organization (life cycle), the intri- 
cacies of the organization (cultural), power and interest groups (political), and 
individual worldviews (social cognition). 

Other, more general lines of research include the question of why some 
changes occur with relative ease, while others drag on for years. Levine (1978) 
proposes that compatibility and profitability are the two key factors deter- 
mining why innovations succeed or fail. We need further research in this area, 
as there have been few extensive studies. What about the progressive nature 
of change? Can we document recent changes that were not progressive, but 
actually hurt a campus? What is the impact of regressive change? This may be 
a common type of change on campuses. Some historical analysis exists about 
higher educations response to the world wars. World War I had a regressive 
impact on campus; some scholars suggest that institutions learned from that 
experience and responded in more adaptive ways to the World War II (Lucas, 
1994). Are there ways in which can we begin to understand more about cur- 
rent organizational learning and changes in response, as has been done in his- 
torical analysis? How can we reconcile the contradictions of loose coupling 
and institutional theory, which both seem to be such powerful forces in higher 
education institutions and on the change process? Can institutions as a whole 
drift without any (or much) intentional work, especially given the uncoordi- 
nated system? How do loose coupling and institutional theory interact? Some 
scholars have suggested that the new context of higher education requires 
change to be more macroscopic in nature and that interinstitutional alliances 
will be critical for creating change. Because little macro-level organizational 
change has occurred intentionally, this has been extremely difficult to study 
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or understand. What does macro-level change look like? Is it possible, and if 
so, under what circumstances? How can institutional alliances facilitate sector 
or regional changes? 

In terms of methodology, more long-term and context-based research 
is needed. There is an entire literature base on the complexities of study- 
ing change (Dawson, 1994; Gautam and others, 1997; Glick and others, 
1990; Huber and Van de Ven, 1995; Monge, 1990; Pettigrew, 1985, 1987; 
Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). More researchers in higher education need to 
become familiar with this literature as they engage in studies. The few con- 
text-based studies have tended to examine one institution, and almost no 
research is multiyear. More studies in the tradition of Dawson (1994) and Pet- 
tigrew (1985) are needed. These researchers have studied change through 
ethnographic approaches over multiyear periods. 

In closing, much research on organizational change needs to be conducted 
to help higher education institutions facilitate the process and maintain their 
traditions of excellence, even when the public and legislators demand unprece- 
dented amounts of change. It is hoped that this synthesis of research-based 
principles and of areas needing more research will help serve as a blueprint for 
guiding research, policy, and practice in the next decade. 
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